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PREFACE 



The Teacher Corps program was established in 1965 to strengthen the 
educational opportunities available to children In areas having concentra* 
tlons of low-Income families, to encourage colleges and universities to 
broaden their programs of teacher prepration, and to encourage Institutions 
of higher education and local educational agencies to Improve programs of 
training and retraining for teachers and teacher prides* Among the new 
directions charted for the program by the Education' Amendments of 1976 
was a gt'eater focus on demonstration, documentation, institutionalization, 
and dissemination of the results of Teacher Corps projects. This report 
deals with program pt>11cy alternatives for Improving the dissemination of 
project-developed products, practices, and processes to educational .agencies 
and i nstltutlons. , ^ 

In Octjjber of .1978 the Far West Laboratory for Educational Research 

and Development negotiated a contract with the Teacher Corps program to: 

if 

Study the operations projects, the, regional networks, and 
the support agencies that made up the program; 

Design and pilot test mechanisms to Improve information 
sharing among the projects; 

Develop a set of procedures for educational product review 
and validation that would.recelve consensus approval by the 
Executive Secretaries of the twelve regional networks; and 

^ Provide recommendations "to the Teacher Corps program office 
bn policy alternatives for establishing and operating dis- 
semination or outreach mechanisms* 

This report addresses the contract requi reifient that the Teacher Corps . 

Dissemination Project design and test an information sharing system for 

Teacher Corps projects to exchange Information about products, practices, 

and other outputs. The Request for Proposal to which the Laboratory 



responded specifiers that we provide three iilternatlve projections of re-' ; 
source requlr^en^s for malntjtnlng efficient operation of'the Informatfon 
shaving ^ystenrover a, five-year period at minimum, middle, and maximum 
levels. The RFP ^llso stated that^tlie system design make use of mechanisms 

that could be sustained using already existing features of the Teacher 

\ 

Corps organization. 

In the months since October 1978, when the Laboratory project was 

initiated, we reached agreement with our Teacher Corps, project monitors on 

detailed specifications for this reportw In a memorandum of 6 December 1979 

J 

from James Si Eckenrod, of this project, to Susan L- Melnick, then-of the 

Teacher Corps Washington progr jm office, the content of this report was 

delineated as follows: 

1,4: Projection of Resources Needed to Maintain Internal 
Information Sharing System for Five Years 

This will be a technical report that will include projection 
data for both the Internal and externatl systems. We will 
have- a preliminary draft of this document ready fo^r review 
by members of our Advisory Panel and consultants in dlssemi- 
Mtion'^by 1 June 1980, ar]^ will incorporate their suggestions 
for making the docuntent a useful policy planning tool for / 
Teacher Corps, 

This report, then, consolidates data on projected resourcb require- 
ments for the self-sustained operation of both design components of 
the original RFP, an Internal information sharing system and an external 
external val idatidn/dissemiiflation system, for policy-level analysis 
by the Teacher Corps program office. We have taken this approach because, 
as the project has evolved, we came to regard- the separation of the two 
components as an^wieldy artifact of the RFP that did not Sufficiently 
attend to^ the oveKjap in the two outreach processes. 
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A second technlca-1 report on projections for outreach resource re-^ 
quirements (original ly Intended to deal onl7 with the val Idat'lon/dlssemi- ' 
nation system) will be prepared for delivery by* 10 March 1981# . The 
Intfervenlng tlme wil 1 (1) enable u$ to reflect upon the reponses ttf this 
paper fron the Teacher Corps Washington program staff and (2) enable us to 
take into account any organizational shifts of dissemination^agenc,1es and^ 
activities within the Department of Education^ Id particular In the Office 
of Educational Research and UBprovement, that af-e. likely tt>, occur, In the 
next few months. 

We are pleased to acknowledge the generoifs contributions to the prepa- 
ration of the report of members of our project Advisory Panels an additional 
panel of specialists in educational knowledge production and utilization 
Interviewed during April 1-980 American Educational Research Association' ^ 
meetings in Boston^ the^xecutive Secretaries of the Teacher Corps regional 
networks'* and several of our colleagues at the Far West Laboratory* The 
names of, these persons who shared with us the benefits of their knowledge 
of educational change* expressed their judgment about the future of Teacher 
Corps* or reviewed earlier drafts of the paper are all contained In Appendb 

Each one contributed in some important way to the analyses* wHting* 
and recommendations; but on,y we can accept responsibility for the final 
* product* 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

■ ■ \ .■ ■ ■ 

Since' we initiated the work of the Teacher Corps Dissemination .Project' 

at the Far West Laboratory 1n*bctober of 1978, we have had sopi.e difficulty 

'in specifying the*scope of oii^JLirV.^ In part* we believe, because of the 

fact that Teacher Corps, as an educational program undergoing rapid structural 

change, has ruDt yet established outreach goals for the program or performance 
* * 

stanjlards for Indlitldual projects. The challenge of Implementing new program 
Rules and Regulations; the f^r^obl ems associated with program funding for fiscal 
year 1980-81, and shifts in program leadership In the midst of the transition 
to the new Department of. Education haVe all aw^Sfently combined to prevent the 
formulation 6f program diffusion policy. Tha dilemma that this situation poses 
for us in the task of projecting resources needeJ^ support the -neW program 
emphasis on demonstration, documentation^ Institutionalization, and dissemi- 
nation of the nesults of Teacher Corps projects Is that we have no concre'te 
guidelines regarding the scale of the outreach effort that Teacher Corps wants 
or expects. 

Consequently^ wfe have had to approach the study of tfle potential for ed%- 
cat1on£f1 diffusion by the Teacher Corps In a rather abstract^ hypothetical mode. 
We have sought to collect as much personal, first-hand Informatipn about the 
opeT*ations of Teacher Corps projects as we could to have a reasonably concrete 
base for our speculations. We have observed projects in their local school . 
Ind conriunity settings, probed their Interactions In the regional network- cor^ 
figurations, and asked them to provide us with Information about their outreach 
activities and Intentions, The results of Our stucfy of the current state of 
capability and readiness of Teacher Corps projects to undertake-effective edy- 
cational dissemination activities are not generally positive. In general, we 



found veryltttle current interest tn or evidence of serious preparation 
for outreach by Teacher Corps projects. 

Xhese finding? have been shared w,ith several specialists in educational 
knowledge production and utilization* some of whom have had experience 1n 
various Teacher Corps jctlvitles, and with educators currently associated with 
Teacher Corps projects* network^* or support services. We have encountered 
some strong differences of opinion about the potential of the Teacher Corps 
for making substantial c^tntributlons to school improvement and educational 
personnel development programs nationally. Our analysis of alternatives for 
"investing'* TAcher Corps program resources in outreach support projects* 
networks of projects* and the like has been done in the midst of an ideologi- 
cal split among our advisors about the most effective gqals and means for 

achieving program outreach. We have encountered strong advocates of the 

\ 

traditional Teacher Corps emphasis oh^ service to local schools in opposition 
to those who would emphasize the program "mandate'* to become a demonstration ■ 
"^ogram. We find persons who argue that Teacher Corps should rely on existing 
Department of Education diffusion systefns rather than create (or,mafntain) 
outreach support mechanisms that--depending on the bias of the person--would , 
either. (!) cut into the lotal service program development ciipabil ities of 
projects or (2) be largely wasted anyway because of the lack of commitment to 
or capability of the projects for outreach^n the first place. 

Treading as lightly as possible between the different ideological and 
political viewpoints'of the Teacher Corps we set out to develop a set of 
assumptions about the '*cflrections'* that the program might take in the next few 
years so that we could conceptualize sonie "likely futures," Fr6m these we 
formulat^ a set of "if-then" propositions as premises for the task of pro- ^ 
jectlng^{or forecasting) the resources that would be necessary to support 



program outreach activities at mfnimum, middle* and maxiniuin levels over a five- 
.year period. 

One of the most important conclusions we came to was that the variabil ity 
among Teacher Corps projects in their capabilities for educational knowledge 
production and utilization would (1) likely reduce the overall achievement of 
Teacher Corps program outreach, if equity in the level of project funding were 
to be continued^ but could (2) serve, with a system of differential grant 
funding baSed on variability, to (a) increase the likelihood that the most 
productive projects would engage in butreach and (b) make possible the improve- 
ment of the capability of all projects to provide effective school improvement 
program services through a system of collaborative interaction among developer/ 
demonstrator projects and adopter projects. Of course, the "Bi" and "b" 
alternatives suggest another instance of policy priority-setting that must be 
accomplished; how much program effort goes for "outside" dissemination and how 
much goes for "inside" capability building? 

We began to regard the situatiorr as something of a classic conundrum, a 
puzzle which as Webster indicates could only have a*conjectural answer. But 
our , professional commitment led us to grapple further with the myriad of 
factors we had set out to analyze as objectively as possible. We had to make 
the best judgments we could about several perplexing problems. 

On one hand : • ^ ^ On the other hand : 

Nearly one-third of all Teacher More than four out of ten Teacher 
Corp projects have IHE components Corps projects have IHE components 
that have been ranked highly in that were ranked low in education- 
terms of educational knowledge al knowledge production and utili- 
production and utilization; 13 of zation; 27 projects have IHEs that 
, the 24 "Research Centers" in the were classified, in the Clark and 
nation identified in the Clark Guba study as "non-producers." 
and Guba (1977) productivity {Having a Teacher Corps grant now» 

study have Teacher Corps projects, however, would likely raise their 

rankings into the "low producer" , 

category.) 

* - - 
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On one hand : , 

The research into the dissemina- 
tion of school improvement and 
educational personnel development 
programs indicates that personal 
linkage between developer and 
adopter and some form of external 
support are essential for succes- 
ful implementation or adaptation; 
the dissemination of educational 
innovations requires a high level 
of personal commitment and on- 
going support capabilities* 

The program priorities of the 
Teacher Corps on community in- 
volvement and community^based ed- 
ucation apparently led to the 
allocation of fiscal year 1980-81 
funds to support the Recruitment 
and Comffunity Technical Resource 
Centers (RCTRCs), that have in 
recent years aided projects in 
recruiting interns and establish- 
ing Comifiunity Councils, while the 
system of regional networks that 
enabled projects to share infor- 
mation among themselves was 
disestablished. 

There is already a great deal of 

Mcation in the support ser- 
vices provided by contractors or 
special projects for the outreach 
activities of different Depart- 
ment of Education programs; there 
are serious discussions underway 
about means to consolidate and/or 
otherwise* streamline these ser- 
vices^, particularly in the -Office 
of Eduational Research and Im- 
provement and generally in the 
Educa^tion Department* 



The bulk of the educational pro- 
ducts and practices that are now 
available through the federally 
supported dissemination systems 
are for elementary and secondary 
Jschools and focus largely on 
basic skills. 



On the other hand : 

In nearly two years of our pro- 
ject operation we have not found 
any significant evidence that more 
than a very few Teacher Corps 
projects are inventing resources 
in planning and preparing for out- 
reach activities or taking steps 
to improve their capabilities for 
providing assistance to potential ^ 
adopters; they have not been re- 
quired to demonstrate a serious 
commitment to outreach. 

In a year when no new-start 
Teacher Corps projects will be 
funded and interns for the Pro- 
gram 79 projects are already 
selected, the advocates of the 
need to build outreach capability 
among projects are dismayed over 
the maintenance of the RCTRCs, 
the project support service group 
that some advisors or reviewers 
regard as not capable of con- 
tributing to project outreach 
potential; the **wrong support 
service at the wrong time*" 



Teacher Corps projects in some of 
the regional networks demonstrated 
considerable gains in av^areness of 
the two-way nature of dissemination 
agency services available to them 
but i^t appear to lack knowledge ^ 
of^tHese available resources; the 
stimulation that the regional net- 
works provided to projects, through 
sharing information and formal 
training activities, to increase 
their outreach capabilities might 
yield better utilization of ED 
dissemination systems. 

The program emphases of Teacher 
Corps, while basic skills and school 
curricula are important, range more 
broadly in scope (canmunity involve- 
ment, inservice education, adult 
education, etc*) and may not be 
adequately served by existing systems* 



14 



The outcome of our deliberations over these problems is the set of recom- 
mendations for establishing a system of "essential" outreach services that* on 
balance* we believe* will contribute to the following: 

^ Improved information exchange and meaningful collaboration among 
Teacher Corps projects; 

^ Increased utilization of existing information clearinghouses and 
networks; federal* regional* and state dissemination systems; and 
communication services in LEAs and IHEs not presently used; 

^ Better utilization of the strengths in educational knowledge produc- 
tion and utilization available in some Teacher Corp projects to 
assist in the improvement of the capability to "deliver" effective 
school improvement and educational personnel development programs 
by projects that have fewer resources; 

^ The development of a cadre of outreach specialists for serving 
institutions of higher education* community-based education 
programs* etc.* that can^be integrated into the emerging out- 
reach support systems (non-profit marketing agencies* technical 
assistance programs* etc.) in the Education Department; 

° Commitment of "appropriate" amounts of program and project 
J resources to planning for and implementing outreach activities 
/ throughout the life of a project; ' 

/ ^ Recognition of the "costs" in program and project resources that 
/ . must be committed ("set-aside") to establish and operate various 
outreach system components to establish Teacher Corps as a "demon- 
stration program" and/or as a vehicle to stimulate the capability 
of institutions of higher education throughout the country to 
deliver school improvement and educational personnel programs. 

This section of the report is intended to provide a brief overview of 
the more extensive treatments of background issues* concerns about the readi- 
ness and capability of projects to undertake outreach* assumptions and premises 
used in our analyses* and so forth* that follow in the remainder^of the report. 

The recommendations for consideration by the Teacher Corps program office 
are derived from the design of an outreach system for Teacher Corps that en- 
visions three kinds of fundamental change in the Teacher Corps program* the 
first two of which involve no additional funding: 
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1. Establishment of performance standards for Teacher Corps projects: 

Varlatfon In capabilfties for educational research and 
development (R&D) and/or commitment to educational dis- 
semination and utilization (DiU) can serve as criteria; 

Recognition of variation in the capabilities of Teacher 
Corps projects can contribute to specialization In program 
development and efficiency In implementation of proven 
programs. 

Outreach performance standards are discussed on pages 13 to 24, 28 
to 30, and 36 to 37. 

2. Differential grant awards to projects , (without exceeding anticipated 
program funding levels) to provide support for; 

Developer/Demonstrator Projects; projects with demonstrated 
capability for research and development in school improve- 
ment programs and/or with capabilitjf and institutional cocn* 
mitment to the dissemination and utilization of educational 
knowledge: these would receive from 120 to 140 per^:ent of the 
average grant award to projects in a given year. 

^ Regular/Service projects; those with the capability to imple- 
ment effective school- improvement and professional development 
programs in the local schools; these would receive the average 
grant award amounts. 

^ Adopter Projects; projects that would receive assistance in im- 
plementing and adapting proven school improvement programs from 
Developer/ Demonstrator Projects; these would receive from 60 
to 80 percent of the average grant award amounts. 

Differential grant awards- are discussed In the report on pages 26 to 31, 

36 to 37, 59, 62, 65, 68-69, 71-72, and 74-77. The amounts that would be 

shifted among projects in a given year, in one of three different levels 

of outreach program support (prior to fiscal year 1986 when the number 

of projects anticipated will require more than $37.5 million to support), 

range from $3,50tkO00 to $1,550,000 (see Table 6, page 29). 

3. Establishment of new program outreach support mechanisms: 
■ ^4 

Teacher Corps Washington Outreach Unit, an administrative 
group to provide leadership and coordinate outreach; the 
costs for this are estimated in terms of Department of 
Education employees reassigned. or added to.the staff of 
the Washington program office (within ED staffing limita- 
tions) and range from one to three federal staff person- 
years annually (see page 38). 
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Teac^e^ Corps Communications Project (TCCP). a project to 
facilitate exchange of information among program units and 
assist projects with publication activities; . the estimates 
for the yearly operation of this project range from $210*000 
to $390,000 (see pages 44-45). 

° Teacher Corps Diffusion Project (TCDP). educational linkage 
specialists to provide training and technical assistance for . 
projects in educational dissemination; the annual costs es- 
timated for this project would rise from $1,460,000 in the 
minimum level of outreach support up to $1,750>000 in the 
medium configuration but, because responsibility for many 
of the functions envisioned for the TCDP would shift to the 
regional networks at the optimal, or maximum, outreach suoport 
level, funding would decline to $860,000 (see pages 46-47)* 

Regional Outreach Support Networks, a system of networks to 
facilitate project information sharing, review and validation 
of products and practices, and dissemination to educational 
audfences nationally; the network system is not considered 
feasible at the minimum level of outreach support and estimated 
yearly costs range (with some variation depending on the ratio 
of network staff to the number of projects served) from 
$3,p34,000 to $4,452,000 for the medium and maximum outreach 
support levels (see pages 48 to 56). 

The proposed outreach support projects and networks are discussed in^ 

more considerable detail in the section on Outreach System Components 

pages 33 to 56, 
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BACKGROUND ISSUES 

Teacher Corps projects are established to plan and implement programs 
of school Improvement that will lead to the attainment of four major program 
outcomes: 

° An improved school climate which fosters the learning 
of children of low-Income families. 

° An Improved educational personnel development system 
for persons who serve or who are preparing to serve 
In schools attended by children of lojw-lncome families. 

° The continuation of educational Improvements (Including 

products, processes, and practices) achieved as a result ^ 
of the project, after federal funding ends. 

^ The adoption or adaptation of those educational improve* 
ments by other educational agencies and institutions. 

To accomplish the third and fourth outcomes, "which require Institutionalization 
and dissemination for adoption and adaptation. Teacher Corps projects plan and 
allocate resources In much the same way as, but largely subsequent to, their ef- 
forts to attain the first two. Toward these ends the staff of the Teacher Corps 
Dissemination Project is working .to Identify effective means for Teacher Corps 
projects to extend the impact of their school improvement pnigrams beyond their 



local sites. We have soUght to-help projects recognize that dissemination Is 
a two-way process and integrate It into their total school improvement programs. 
In this context, federally sponsored dissemination networks and other systems 
can contribute significantly to the planning. Initiation, development, and imple- 
mentation of school improvement programs by Teacher Corps projects and, simultan- 
eously, can serve as means for the extension of program impact. 

Throughout this report we 'will use the terms outreach and 
' diBsemination interchangeably to refer to the .knowledge^ 

transfer processes ^sp&cified by the Dissemination Analysis 

Group (DAG}y including spread^ exchange^ choice and imple- 
■ mentation. Outreach for Teacher Corps is considered a ttoo-way 
- interaotivis process involving the sharing of informalnon among 

projects and dissemination to educational audience^ ^throughout ' - ' 

the country. ' - . 
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in previous technical reports to Teacher Corps we have consistently 

maintained that the dissemination research literature dictates two basic 

principles that sfiould be incorporated Into the information sharing and 

dissemination systems design. These are: 

Some form of personal Intermediary or linkage is essential 
to the dissemination process. 

A relatively comprehensive yet flexible external support 
system is needed to provide crucial materials and In-person 
utilization assistance. 

Our original outreach system design work provided (as required In the RFP) 
a central role to the regional Teacher Corps networks and other special 
purpose groups of projects for stimulating outreach by projects. The termi- 
nation of the system of regional networks obviously changes this situation. 
We are now able to speculate about radically different modes for providing 
support services to Teacher Corps projects, not only for dissemination ac- 
tivities but also for program development, evaluation, impl went^tlon, that 
is, all the elements of the planned school Improvement process. The opportunity 
to propose a new system of dissemination support mechanisms for Teacher Corps 
had, quite predictably, rather different effects upon the advisors and consultants 
with whom we have discussed our outreach design work: ~ 

^ Those critical of the past record of Teacher Corps In 
bringing about significant change in school improvement 
or educational personnel development programs argue for 
a "clean-sweep" and reliance upon specialists in educa- 
tional change, diffusion, linkage^ and so forth, who are 
already "in place" in agencies of the new Office of Edu- 
cational Research and. Improvement (OERI) in the Department 
of Education (ED) who can make use of already-established 
Outreach linkage mechdhlsms in ED and In state education 
agencies (SEAs) and regional organizations. 

Those supportive of Teachsr Corps' record over the years 
argue for continued 'investfnerit in the program features which 
they judge have been proven effective in recent years, in 
effect, shaping the evolution of the program from "lessons 
learned" in the field in order to let the Teacher Corps 



19 



"experiment" get a fair chance to reach "maturity"; they 
argue for a "balanced" approach to outreach system design, 
one that seeks incre^ised efficiency through coordinated OERI 
dissemination efforts but preserves the "unique" program 
features of Teacher Corps. 

In this report we have tried to accommodate the full range of differ^ 
ences In viewpoints. However, because there are basic Ideological differ^ 
ences at the core of many specific Issues we have simply not been able to 
assess the validity of all the arguments used by crittcs^and defenders of 
the Teacher Corps. In other words, we do not belabor-any arguments about 
whether or not the choice of one alternative course of acti"^"^ over another 
Is a matter of educational efficiency or personal expediency, of professional 
effectiveness or political favoritism, of competence or cronyism, or the like. 

We have tried to synthesize the judgments of our advisors and reviewers 
as factually as possible and to make clear our own rationale for any pref- 
erences expressed between action alternatives. One persistent conflict that 
affects all the policy options explored In. the report is the preference of 
some advisors for a "lean" outreach program evolving (at least initially) 
within the ED Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) in .con- 
trast to the judgment of others favoring a structured system of outreach 
projects and networks operating primarily within Teacher Corps. 

One section of this report, "A Day In the Life of Dee 
Ess," presents a brief scenario of how a "lean" (OERI) 
dissemination program might begin to evolve s collabo- 
rative system of outreach for all ED school improvement 
programs. (See pages 39 to 41.) 

Most of the section on "Outreach System Components," 
however, . reflects more the value that Teacher Corps 
personnel have given to technical assistance projects 
and the regional network structure over the past 
several years. (See pages 33 to 77.) 

Our recommendations for programmatic changes are preceded by a summary of 

concerns (pages 13 to 24) derived from interaction with Teacher Corp^ projects*^ 

about their intercut in outreach.' We have some strong reservations about the 

20 ■ . 



-12- 

likelihood that many projects wflTengage in serious dissemination activi 
ties. These ccjjcerns are reflected in our judgment about the entire rang 
of suggestions for improving Teacher Corps outreach mechanisms and 
activities. A large number of alternatives are spelled out for review by 
policy makers . .J» though we hope that all our professional judgments are 
sound and rational ♦ at least they are clearly identified as judgments. 
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CONCERNS ABOUT TEACHER CORPS OUTREACH 



Essentially, this report details what we, drawing upon our project 
advisors and various consultants, regard as (1) essential elements for a 
mi nimal , "bare bones" information/dissemihation system and (2) an optimal > 
but reasonably affordable set of linkages and support components that could 
lead to a maxiinally effective outreach program for Teacher Corps. The 
requirement of the RFP to define a "middle" level of support generally 
treated in tenns of points along continuums between the minimal and optimal 
conditions for a given outreach program element. 

To arrive at the set of essential elements for the Teacher Corps out- 
reach program we undertook the following activities: 

* Review of the literature on the dissemination of innovations; 

^ (/Study of the operations of Teacher Corps' organizational 
components* 

^ Consultation v/ith specialists, in federal school improvement 

, programs and educational diffusion; and 

^ Speculation on likely and alternati ve futures of Teacher 
Corps outreach. 

These inquiries led us to try to identify some i ndices of Teacher Corps 

project readi ness and capabil i ty to make use of various elements ^of an 

outreach program. We assumed that ariy reasonably objective data we could 

isolate on such characteristics would give more validity to projections on 

how the outreach system might be expected to operate. We conceptualized 

the two factors as follows:^ . ' 

^ Readiness: interest in or willingness to share information 
or diss«ininate products and practices; evidenced by seeking 
, out information on d'^semi nation, contribution of information 
\. y ; through exchange mechanisms, and so forth^ j 
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^ Capability: ability to utilize personnel and material 
resources to support effective outreach activities; evi- 
denced by the status ascribed In the Index of Productivity* 
(see Appendix A for a complete H^t of project ratings) > 
Institutional commitment to dissemination and field-based' 
educational service programs^ and other» les$ tangible^ 
Indicators of outreach capability demonstrated by Individual 
projects. 



Readiness of Projects for Outreach 

Our concern about the readiness of Teacher Corps projects to engage in 
linkage and to Invest project resources to operate effective outreach progr 
has been shaped by the following: 

* K 

Formal and Informal Interaction with the Executive 
Secretaries of the regional Teacher Corps networks and 
the speci at purpose grbups of .projects since October 
of 1978. 

^ Responses to seven issues of our INFORMATION Bulletin^ 
distributed to projects since December of 1978. 

^ Interaction with Teacher Corps project personneT during 
visits to 21 project sites and during numeroOs network^ 
■ regional^ and national Teacher Corps conferences since 
November of 1978. 

^ Response to our Handbook for Review and Validation of 
Teacher Corps Products and Practices distributed to 
projects in December of 1979. 

Response by projects to our request for Information; In 
January 1980> about prdject^developed products and 
practices to IrfClude In the prototype catalog Teacher 
Corps Projects at Work . 

Response of project personnel to training opportunities- * 
provided at our Teacher Corps Dissemination Project 
Orientation, Conference * 7-9 November 1979.^ and at three 
- of the four Regional Conferences in of 1980. " - 



In our di scussions with field personnel > even at institutions of higher 
education that are generally acknowledged to be el ite knowledge-produci ng 



*8ased on the classification of schools^ colleges^ and departments of 
education (SCDEs), defined by Clark and Guba (1977), Lotto and Clark 
(1978)^ and Clark (1978). 



universities, we found that Teacher Corps project staff members do not 
regard theitiselves as "disseminators*" Moreover, when pressed about their 
plans to initiate outreach activities, some Corpsmembers told us they have 
no intentions of engaging in dissemination beyond their local education 
agencies* 

On the other hand, in instances when we were able to engage in face- 
to-face discussions with project personnel, we often found that they became 
more receptive to outreach activities as th^ perceived that dissemination 
could be regarded as an extension of the^r school improvement programs. 
In, those situations outreach began to take on human dimensions and project 
personnel started to see their dissemination responsibilities as more 
manageable* They also expressed more positive attitudes toward outreach* 

In balance, however, our personal interaction with project personnel does 
not make us optimistjic that Teacher Corps projects will carry out the dissemi- 
nation mandate on their own initiative without careful guidance and external 

* y 

support* Our recommendations do not give a great deal of weight to those few 
occasions when, 1n informal personal interaction, we were able to persuade 
project personnel to "see" dissemination in a more positive light* 

Our . judgment also derives from more objective data about project^ re- 
ceptivity to our efforts to assist them in preparation for outreach* Among ■ 
these occasions we give the following considerable weight in assessing the 
potential for project self-initiative: ^ 

Since. we distributed to projects our Handbook for Review 
and >Val idation of Teacher Corps Products and Practices in 
December of 1979, only one project has made a submission 
to the Joint Dissemination Review Panel; however, thij^ 
project went through a network prescreening that did not 
' make use jof that new Tieach,er Corps handbook*, — ^ 



In flarch of 1980 we publtshed a notice In the INFOR- 
MATION BulletW th^t we would provide projects with 
copies qf three edu(iat1ond1 dissemination resources 
upon request; only five projects and. five "others" 
requested these materials which we prepared for our, 
Network Dissemination Orientation Conference; others 
have requested the publications when Introduced to them 
In face^to-face meetings with our project staff. 

In January of 1980 we asked the 132 Teacher Corps 
projects to'^ prpvlde us with Information about their 
products and praptlces; the resulting catalog Teacher 
Corps Projects iQt Work contains data submitted by the 
"39 projects which responded. Table 1 provides more 
complete data on this effort to stimulate Information 
sharing among Teacher Corps ttrojects* 

C ^ * v> 

During May of 1980 we participated 1n three of the four 
Teacher Corps Reglonarl Conferences around the country; i 
about three percent of ^the participants In these conferences 
attended our sessions on dissemination. (A summary of project 
^responsiveness to this aspect of our work 1s contained 1n 
Table 2.) 

Since we initiated the Corpsline infonnation exchange column 
iji the INFORMATION 8ulletin In November of 1979 only twa-. 
Teacher Corps projects have submitted entries^ we have 
-Elicited or prepared ourselves all the other items. Only 
'one project has reported any response to an offer to share 
infonnation with others. 



t;\ble 1. 



Results of January 19G0 Request for^ Infomatlon from 
Teacher Corps Projects. 



1 , _ ■ ■ 

■ .I-/. 


Program 78 
Projects 


Program 79 
Projects 


National 
Total 


Total Number of Projects 
Qont acted 


79 


53 


132 - 


Nurrtber Responding to 
Request 


; 30 


15 


45 - 
» '— 


Percent of Total 


37.9^ 


28.3 . 


34.1 


Number of Projects 
Providing Usable Data 


25 


14- 


3'9,' 


Percent of Total 


3?. 6 


26.4 


29.5 


Number of Usable 
Descriptions Submitted 


119 


28 


147, 


Average Number of Project 
Descriptions Submitted 


4.8* 


2.0 


3.8 


Number of Projects Providing 
Narrative Descriptions of 
Outreach 


4 


2 •■ 


6 


Percent of Tot^l 


5.1 


.'3,8 


4.5 


, Number Providing Sample 
Outreach Materrals 


7 


• 


7 


Percent of TotaU 


• 8.9* 


0 


' .5.3 

* 



* The average drops to 4.0 when the project that submitted 22 descriptions 
Is not considered. 
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TABLE 2, 

Response of Teacher Corps Project Persor/iel to Opportunity 
to Participate in pissemination Roundtiable Discussion 
at Three Regional Confererjices. 



Conference 
Site 


Number of 
. Projects 


Approximate 
Number of 
Partlcipdnts 


i Number 
/ Attending" 
Roundtable 


Percent or 

Participants 

-Attending 


Denver 


30 


150 


" 9 


^ 6,0 - 


San Diego . 


24 


12(k 


6 


5.0 


Philadel phla 


40 


200 


0 


V 0 


Total 


94 


. 470 


-15 

* _i 


3.0 • ■ 



It should be abundantly clear that Teacher. Cor^ ^projects are not 
presently exhibiting much interest in the Fourth Outcome; we are not sanguine 
that any significant improvement will occur without external stimulation. ^ - ' 

Capability of Projects for Outreach 

In addition to the judgments we have made about the readiness or conmitr % 
ment of Teacher Corps, projects to engage' in dissemination we have takerv^n 
additional factor— capabil ity-^jinto' account in identifying the parameters of 
a*"mi'nimaV* level of effective program outreach. Teacher Corps projects are 
not equal in their capability to engage in effective dissemrnajtion activities. 
This disparity stems largely from the variability amon^ the institutions of 
higher education (IHEs) in terms of their resources f^ and their institutional 
comnitment to research, teaching, and service. In Clark and Guba's (1977) 
terminology, these "missions" of schools, colleges, <Phd departments of edu- 
catrion (SCDEs) involve five kinds of activity: 
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K Teachi^ng and instruction. 

2. Research and scholarly productivity. 

3. Development, dissemination, and demonstration. 

4. Ad hoc services to 'schools and other educationaT agencies. 

5. Effecting change in schools or other educjjtional agencies. 

In the study, activities 3, 4, and 5 were considered together as ediicatfonal 

dissemination and utilization .(DiU). Survey respondents were advised tRat 

^ activity number 3, development, dissemination, and demonstration, involvjed: 

, . i .thte .design and preparation of general izable Instructional 
materid,1s sach as textbook^s, audio*-.visua1 s, workbooks, etc.; of 
teaching techniques, administrative patterns, and other novel 
concepts, practfces, or artifacts; dissemination of information 
about or demonstration of any of the foregoing to a wide range of 
potential ^opteVs; or evaluation of any of, the foregoing. 

Activity. number 5\ effecting change in schools or other educational 

agencies, involved; 

...needs assessment, assistance ih selecting new programs 
"or practices responsive to local needs, retraining of faculty 
and staff as required by newly installed innovations, demonstra- 
ting new approaches that are under consideration for adoption, 
servicing and nurturing newly installed programs. 

There is great variatibn in the institutional resource bases of the 
iHEs involved in Teacher Corps projects; there are "rich" and "poor" insti- 
\tutions in both the public and private educational sectors that take on 
Teacher Corps' projects.^ Some of the "richer" IHEs operate educational field 
service bureaus or centers, school study councils, or other structures such 
as teacher ^centers, with little or no external funding and have well-estab- 
lished records of collaboration with local educational agencies (LEAs). 
Others simply do not yet- have the resource capability to deliver sustained 
high-quality school improvement programs when Teacher Corps funding ends. 

There is also considerable variation in the institutional COTimitment 
of different IHEs involved in Teacher Corps projects to perfonn'field-based 
inservice teacher education, dissemination or demonstration, and so forth. 
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These things we "know" without careful research evidence to provide us, 
with concrete proof of variability. We also have to exercise caution 
when making sense of research data that are available. 

There are limitations on the sort of conclusions that can be drawn 
from the data on the productivity of Teacher. Corps SCDEs provided in 
Appendix A; we havs included the listing of projects classfffed by indices 
of educational RiD productivity simply to, provide an estimate of the pro- 
portion of projects that one ^ ight expect to have more or less capability 
for outreach. The potential for eiT^ctive outreach performance by any 
given project cannot be predicted from the classifications made in the 
original study, Among^the factors limiting the usefulness of the data are: 

^ The data were collected in 197^^-76; institutions do change-- 
some may have improved in their performance, others may have 
declined; project personnel could be superior'or inferior to 
the faculty assessed in the original study; 

« 

Clark and Guba (1977) regarded their measures of educational 
DiU (central to the focus x>f this report) as less precise than 
the measures of educational R4D; many instances of field-service 
activities go unrecorded and could not be assessed in the study; 

The distinctions among the projects in a given category (that 
is, subcategories in each of the high, medium, and low levels) of 
educational R2D were based upon ratings that have little direct 
^ connection with issues of educational D&U; and 

The "strength" or "weakness" of the LEA and community components 
of a Teacher Corps pr9ject has not been considered at all in the 
classification of SCDE productivity, (See also pages 79-81,) 

We present the data, however, to demonstrate the range of potential for out- 
reach activity as suggested by one objective measure of educational capabili - 
ties . Any criteria used for the assessing SCDE outreach potential should 
certainly include the factors on educational D£U that Clark and Guba employed 
in their original study. Such a process would lend additional validity to 
the process for differential grant awards suggested later in this report. 



'21- 



Certainly, there are Teacher Corps IHEs with "strong commitment'* to school 
service and dissemination (Lotto and Clark [1978] estimated that approximately 
14 percent of all SCO Es. fit in that "highest" category and that another 14 
percent were capable of providing ''positive support"); these m^y be expected 
to sustain and perhaps expand the thrust of project innovations after federal 
funding ends. The willingness expressed in the grant proposals of all Teacher 
Corps projects to engage in field-based school improvement projects and to 

extend the impact of those efforts beyond the lotal educational setting cannot, 

"j 

however, be expected to eventuate universally. Projects in IHEs with low 
levels of institutional commitment to school servica.and dissemination (Lotto 
and*Clark estimated that more than half of all SCDEs had weak, little-or-no, 
or ambivalent commitment to D&U) will, in the absence of external stimulation , 
vfery likely be limited in their outreach performance. Though some Teacher 
Corps projects based in **poor" and *'l:Ow commitment" IHEs m^y come through with 
sterling performances in outreach activities, by virtue of the personal commit- 
ment and competence of project staff, we are not optimistic that any significant 
number will do so. The hypothetical distribution of nine possible "types" 
of projects represented in Table 3 meiy be contrasted with the distribution of 
SCDEs (with Tea<^her Corps projects) rated by "productivity"* summarized in 



Table 4 to get a rough estimate of how many Teacher Corps projects might be 

i 

expected to establish and sustaiii effective outreach programs. 



* A measure involving the number of articles published in 13 practitioner- 
oriented journatls, practitioner-oriented presentations at six national 
conferences, anjJ contributions to Resources in Education of ERIC judged 
to be directed toward the community of practice rather than the research 
community (Clark and Guba, 1977; Clark, 1978). 
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■ TABLE 3, ' 

Hypothetical Pei^centage Distribution of Teacher Corp Projects by 
Resources for and Institutional Commitment to Educational 
Dissemination and Utilization 



Levels of IHE 


Levels of IHE Commitment to Educational 
Dissemination and Utilization (Note 1) 




Resources Available 
for School Service 


High 


Med 1 um 


Low 






Percent with 
Strong 
Commi tment; 
Positive Support 


Percent with 

Acceptance; 

Weak 

Commitment 


Percent with 
Little/No * 
Commitment; 
Ambivalent 
Commitment 


Total 


High 


22 


6 


5 


33 


Medium 


5 


18 


9 


32 


Low 


4 


3 


28 


35 


Percent of Teacher 
Corps Project IHEs 
Estimated in Each 
- Category 


31 


27 


42 


100 


Percent of SCDEs 
Nati^jially in^Each 
. Category (Note 2) 


28 


40 


32 


100 



Notes: 1. Collapsed into three levels fran Lotto and Clark's 
(1978) six categories. 

2. Adapted fran Lotto and Clark (1978). 

V 



ERIC 
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TABLE 4. . 

i 

Number of Teacher Corps Projects in Each Department of 
"Education Region Classified by lndex of Productivity; Categories 
from Clark and Guba (1977) and data from Clark fl978), 
(See Appehdix A for Complete List-) 



Number of 


Index of the Productivity 




Projects in 

Fn RpQi nn^ 


High 


Medium 


Low 


Total s 


T 
I 


2 


4 


4 




II 


5 


5 


4 


14 


III 


5 


4 


6 


15 


IV 


1 


t 

0 


14 


20 


V 


12 


4 


6 


22 


VI 


2 


5 


« 10 


17 


VII . 


2 


' 1 


3 


.■ 6 


VIII 


■ 3 


2 


2 ■ 


7 


IX 


6 


4 


6 


16 


X 


3 


2 




5 


Total 
Number 


41 


36 


55 


132 


Percent 


31.1 


27.3 


41.6 


100.0 



In suTimary, both our personal impressions and our interpretation of 
indicators of project readiness and capability for dissemination lead us to 
the firm conviction that most Teacher Corps projects will need specialized 
technical assistance and external support 1f they are to carry out even min- 
imally effective outreach programs. It is our* judgment that the ciiiiulative 
effect of (1) Teacher Corps project funding cutbacks, (2) loss of training 
and personal linkage opportunities provided by regional networks, and (3) 
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very wide variation among Teacher Corps IHEs in capabilities for knowledge 
production, dissemination, and utilization reduces the overall likelihood 
that Teacher Corps will achieve its mandate for adoption or adaptation of 
its educational improvements. Dur perception that projects generally exhibit 
a low-level of willingness to perform outreach compounds the problem. 

If Teacher Corps projects were to be left to themselves we would 
predict: 

^ About one-third of all projects will live up to their capability 
to produce educational products and practices that are sufficient- 
ly effective and innovative to be of interest to a broad range of 
potential adopters; however, with no technical assistance or ex- 
ternal support for outreach it is unlikely that very many will 
divert project training and program development funds to collect 
adequate evaluation and other documentation data to establish 
plausible, evidence of effectiveness (many projects are presently 
eliminating staff positions for documentors and evaluators) nor 
will they invest in building the kind of personal linkage, systems 
that would enable project staff personnel to assist adopters in 
implementing project-developed, innovations. 

^ About one-third of all projects might be expected to live up 
to their potential to produce products and practices that have 
sufficient positive effects to be institutionalized^locally 
and to be of interest to some potential adopters; lacking the 
resources, however, to establish the effectiveness of innova- 
tions, promulgate information about them to others, or provide 
assistance to adopters of project-developed products, it is 
unlikely that many will achieve more than records of local 
service; the middle-range SCDEs are more likely to engage in 
successful D&U activities than are the "lower" range IHEs but 
they are Tess 1 ikely to produce really innovative products and 
practices (RSD) than the larger institutions. 

About one-third of all projects, deprived of opportunities to 
learn from other projects and receive training in adapting 
proven educational products and practices, will not have the 
capability to develop or implement really effective school im- 
provement and educational personnel development programs, let 
alone disseminate them to other educational audiences. 

These rather dire predictions, however, may be alleviated to various 

degrees depending upon the extent to which the Teacher Corps program is able 

to implement elements of the outreach support program detailed in the remainder 



of this paper. 



ASSUMPTIONS AND PREMISES 

This section describes alternatives for interventions that the 
Teacher Corps Washington program office may consider in policy decisions 
about the allocation of program resources to attain the "Fourth Outcome," 
the adoption or adaptation of educational improvements developed by Teacher 
Corps projects by other educational agencies and Institutions, 

The components that constitute the "minimum" information sharing/ 
dissemination system have been identified as those mechanisms or activities 
that are (1) considered by a consensus of the special Ists we have consulted 
to be essential to the achievement of the demonstration/dissemination man- 
date and (2) feasible within the limit^s of anticipated program funding for 
the next several fiscal years, $37,5 million. We have already Indicated 
that we have not hesitated to recommend changes in the Teacher Corps program 
Rules and Regulations wherever we considered them necessary to achieve the 
implementation of an essential system element. In some instances., however, 
when our consultants differ strongly on the importance of an outreach mecha- 
nism or activity, we have outlined policy alternatives that take into account 
these differences in viewpoint. 

In contrast, the mechanisms and activities described in operating a 
"maximally" effective national outreach program represent the components of - 
a comprehensive educational dissemination system that encompasses (1) the 
sort of program envisioned in the Dissemination Analysis Group (DAG) report 
(1977) for elementary and secortdary education and (2) the configuration for 
improving the capabilities of institutions of higher education to contribute 
to school improvement efforts suggested by Lotto and Clark (1978), 
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Assumptlons Underlying Cost Estimates 

All the educational diffusion specialists we consulted agree with 

our contention that the Teacher Corps information sharing and dissemination 

system should reflect two basic principles: 

^ Some form of personal Intermediary or linkage Is essential 
to the dissemination process; and. 

^ A relatively comprehensive yet flexible external support 
system is needed to provide crucial materials and in-person 
utilization assistance. 

There is more of a range of opinion about precisely which Teacher Corps 
actors should perform linkage roles and functions (Butler and Paisl^ 1978, 
Madey 1980) and what level of external support, materials, or technical as- 
sistance is really crucial. Differences in viewpoiiits are discussed in the 
context of the descriptions of outreach activities and mechanisms that follow 
in the next section. Our own recommendations among policy options are always 
clearly noted. 

In order to ensure, however, that there are even minimum levels of in- 
formation sharing, validation, and dissemination among Teacher Corps projects 
we recommend that there be differential funding of projects; ,that is, those 
with the greatest capability for RAD and readiness for DttJ would receive more 
support for development and outreach than the less productive or committed 
projects,. Table 5 provides a year-by-year breakdown of our assumptions about 
Teacher Corps program funding levels (1) authorized in the program rules and 
regulations, (2) estimated as'^the average award to be granted in the imnediate 
future, and (3) recommended as the average appropriate to support an effective 
outreach program thereafter, - As program funds become available we recomme>id 
increases for outreach support. For example, we suggest grants for the 
fifth year be made at the authorized level of $150,000 in fiscal year 1984 
when the Program 79 projects reach that state, (Text continues oa, page 28,) 



TABLE 5. 

Authorl2ed, Estimated, and Recomnfended Levels of Teacher Corps Project Funding 



Teacher C 
Program ( 

No. of 

D V* A 4 jfcjfc ^ e 

rrojccts 


or|>s 
;ycle 

Funding 

L8V81 5 


Cycle Fiscal 

leor l70| 


Cycle Fiscal 
Tear i70£ 


CycTe Fiscal 

fear l^vJ 


Cycle Fiscal 


Cycle Fiscal 

fear 


Cycle Fiscal 

VoJlr iQf^A 


79 


Authorized 
Estimated 

TtFTAL 


(3) 300*000 
250*000 

in ^cn nfifi ■ 
19*7t^U*UO0 


® 200*000 
175,000 

13,Oct^*U00 


© 150,000 
125,000 

9*O/!),U00 








@ 


Author l2ed 
Estimated 


© 300*000 
250,000 

1 J*ct>U*UUU 


(5) 300,000 
250,000 
1 J,ct>U ,UUU 


® 200,000 
175,000 


(5) 150,000 
150*000 






@ 

(0) 
















® 

f An) 


Authorl2ed 
Reconmefided 




® 150*000 
125*000 

? * UU V * \JW 


(D 300*000 
250,000 
in nnn nno 


(D 300*000 
250*000 
in.nnn.non 


® 200*000 
200*000 
p nnn nnn 


(D 150*000 
150*000 

U * l/ljTJ * VvvJ 


(40) 


Authorl2ed 
Recofmiended 
TOTAL 






(D 150,000 
125,000 
5*000*000 


<?) 300,000 
250*000 
10*000*000 


(D 300*000 
- 250*000 
10,000*000 


® 200,000 
200*000 
8*000*000 


@ 
MO) 


Authorl 2ed 
Recomnended 
TOTAL 








(T) 150*000 
125*000 
5*000.000 


(2) 300*000 
250*000 
10,000*000 


(5) 300,000 
250*000 
10*000*000 


% 

m 


Authorl2e<l 
Recofmiended 
TOTAL 










® 150*000 
125*000 
5*000*000 


(2) 300*000 
250,000 
10*000*000 


% 
m 


Authorl 2ed 
Reconmended 
TOTAL 












(D 150*000 
125,000 
5*000*000 


p 

REMAtRINQ 


ROGRAM TOTAL 
FOR SUPPORT 


33*000,000 
4*500*000 


32,075*000 
5,425,000 


^ 34*150*000 
3*350,000 


32,950*000 
4,550,000 


33,000*000 
4*500,000 


39*000*000 



3C 



-28- 



Simflarly, we suggest that the average fourth year grant for Program 81 

projects (and thereafter) be at the authorized amount of $200,000 1n, fiscal 

year 1985. Other assumptions l^ncorporated In Table 5 include: 

Teacher Corps program funding will be at $37,500,000 
annually through fiscal year 1985; thereafter additional 
funds will be necessary to support both projects and 
support activities. 

No new projects will be funded in fiscal year 1981; there 
will be no Program 80 projects. 

In fiscal year 1982 there will be sufficient program 
money to support 40 new-start Program 81 projects. 

Forty new start projects wiM be funded each year until 
the Teacher Corps reaches 200 projects in operation In 
fiscal year 1986. 

Table 6 provides a breakdown of the amounts' that we recommend be shifted 
among projects over. fiscal years 1982 to 1986. Basically, the projects with 
low levels of educational R&D productivity would receive less in the way of 
grant awards than projects with high productivity; middle range projects 
would receive the average , grant amounts. (More specific criteria for differ- 
entiating among projects are introduced on page 36-37.) For planning purposes 
we have assumed that approximately one-third of the projects in a given program 
cycle will fall into each of the three categories of productivity. Other as- 
sunptions included in Table 6 include: 

Differential funding would begi^n in Fiscal Year 1982 
after Teacher Corps projects had responded to grant 
renewal memoranda that specified program standards for 
demonstration and dissemination activities. 

Approximately one-third of the projects in each funding 
cycle would be classified as adopter projects and re- 
ceive from 20 to 40 percent less in grant awards than 
the average for all projects. 

Approximately one-third of the projects would be classified 
as developer or demonstration projects and receive from 20 
to 40 percent more than the average for all projects. 
(Text continues on page 30.) 
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TABLE 6. 

Reco«md*d Dirr^rentlal Project Fund1n9t 1982*86 (In Thousands of Dollars) 



Approxlw 

^ro 

rrogrim 

Cycle 


It iliMfttr of 
ects At Each 
Lewi of 
Productivity 


FY 1982 
Outreach Level 

Minimum Medium Miitinum 


FV 1903 
Dutreich Level 

Minimum Nedlw nanimiM 
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Kinimum Medium Miitimum 
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Minimum MedltfN Maximum 
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$33,000 $33,000 $33,000 
2.925 2.40S K625 


t39.000 $31,000 $39,000 
(3.575) (2.92&) (1.9S0) 
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* The remaining one-third (regular/service projects) 
would receive grants of approximately the average 
for all projects* ^ 

* Over a five year-project life (as Illustrated by 
the Program 81 projects) an average project would 
receive $975,000 In grant awards; an adopter project 
would receive $700,000 at the minimum level of out- 
reach program support and $825,000 in the optimal- 

^ configuration; a developer/demonstrator project 
would receive grants of $1,250,000 and $1,125,000 
respectively* 

* The projects *with 'more capability In educ^lonal RSD 
and Di^U would provide ^assistance to projects with less 
capability;- In essence^ the developer/demonstrator . 
projects would provide training and technical assis- 
tance to the adopter projects. 

* Jhe proportion of (jroject grant funds shifted among 
'adopter and developer/demonstrator projects would 
diminish at higher levels of outreach program^support 
as responsibility for coordinating outreach activities 
Is Increasingly assumed by the st*aff of the regional 
networks. 



Underlytnq Premises 

While we personally lean toward a, long-term effort of consolidating 

and streamlining all of the federally supported educational dissemination 

programs within the Department of Education we ha^e specified the details 

ofwhat Is essentially a separate Teacher Corps outreach system based on 

the foUowiog premises: 

If Teacher Corpe projects are to achieve the demonstration/ 
dieeemination **inandate,**' then outreach requiremente will have 
to be specified by the federat program officers: clear 
Standards of dissemination performance for projects need to 
be issJId. 

// the readiness of Teacher Corps projects to engage in cut^ 
reach activities is to be vrtproved, ^ then the competence of 
project persormel to make use of in formation' dissemination » , 
syst^B will have to be upgraded: means for personal linkage 
among project personnel and outreach specialists must be es- ^ 
tablished and/or maintained by the federal program. . 
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^ If the rr}oat euaaeaaful aakool improvSmnt an& educational 
personnel development programs developed by Teacher Corpe 
projects are to he disseminated to national audiences^ then 
the projects with the capability to develop such prpgrame . 
should receive additional support to engage in outreach 
activities.' projects with high levels oT capability should ^ 
be designated "as developer/demonstrator projects and receive 
additional support in a system df differential grant award 
funding* . ^ ' ' 

^ If Teacher Corps is to become a national demonatration program 
for school' improvement and educational personnel development 
programs^ then program Resources for service operations will 
have to be diverted to dissemination activities: the program 
office and field projects will have to plart to allocate re- 
sources to outreach even at the expense of some school service 
activities* 

If the capabilities of all Teacher Corps projects to "deliver" 
effective school improvement programs are to be improved^ then 
the configuration of collaboration among projects will have to 
be changed so that those with high levels of cormitment qn<3 
strong resource bases to support educational B&D/D&V will be 
able to provide assistance to less eapcSle projects: a new 
system of differential funding among projects should be estab- 
lished to support a new, configuration of project interaction 
in regional capability-building networks. 

We have elaborated a set of support mechanisms that we judge appropriate to 

achieve the goals stated irr these premises* The policy decisions m^de with 

respect to the options implied in these statements by the Teacher Corps 

program office will» we expect^ make our next effort at projecting resources 

somewhat simpler; we hope that we will not be trying to cover such a range 

of alternative cOurses of action and can address our analysis to a particular 

set of program outreach activities. It is hoped also that the/"secand-rbund** 

of resource projections can' be done within a framework of Department of 

Education dissemination objectives for educational personnel development and 

school improvement programs that incorporate: 

^ Review of products and practices for*' approval fqr release^ 
^ functions that. are now accomplished for various types of 
materials for various audiences b^ the Office uf Public 
Affairs^ the Joint Dissemination Review Panels, and several 
specific ED programs that operate their" own outreach systems* 
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Nonprofit marketing mechanisms, a function now accomplished 
largely by a variety of federally supported information 
systems and clearinghouses, by support contractors for some 
programs, and on an ad hoc basis by others* 

Client services for adopters,, the technical assistance so 
essential to the successful adaptation of educational products 
and practices now or previously performed by many federal agen- 
cies such as the National Diffusion Network, the Research and 
Development Utilization Program, and others* 
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OUTREACH SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

Table 7 provides an overview'of ttie outreach mechanisms and actl- 
vities--in addition to the formal dissemination support groups Intended 
to provide linkage and coordinate interagency relations--that we have 
identified as important elements in information sharing and diffusion of 
innovations. The table can only suggest some of the specific activities^ 
linkage functions and/or roles> cost variables, and so forth, which are 
described in the following pages* 

The new outreach support units considered essential at even the 

minimum outreach configuration are: ^ 

An Outreach Unit in the Teacher Corps Washington program 
office to coordinate the work of national and regional 
support" projects and maintain liaison with other Federal 
dissemination agencies; 

A Teacher Corps Communications Project (TCCP) to provide 
information services to projects, regional units, and the 
program office; and 

A Teacher Corps Diffusion Project (TCDP) to provide training 
and technical assistance in all phases of dissemination to 
projects and other program units. 

If Teacher Corps program resources permit support of additional out- 
reach conponents at some middle level we recommend the establishment of 
anothe^ putreach support mechani$ni: 

Regional Outreach Support Networks in^ least six georgraphic 
areas cof ncidi ng „with or combining one or more of the ten De- 
partment of Education regions (see maps on page 52 to 54)* 

The specifications of an optimal outreach system, at a maximum level of 
Teacher Corps program support, assume the existence of each of the support 
groups described above and the operation of a strong system of: 
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Regional Outreach Support Networks in eight geographic 
areas (combining the ten ED regions) with at least one 
full-time equivalent dissemination specialist for every 
ten Teacher Corps projects in the region {see Table 8 on 
page 51) and capable of performing many of the technical 
assistance functions suggested for the Teacher Corps 
Diffusion Project in the minimtin level configuration. 

Detailed descriptions of the outreach system components, including 

the specific dissemination mechanisms and activities that constitute a 

given component, follow in the pages after Table 7. The basic data are 

repeated in each section (in full-size type for the benefit of the near^ 

sighted). Annual cost estimates and five-year projections of costs are 

derived from the project funding figures recomTOnded in Table 6 at 

minimum, medium, and maximum levels of Teacher Corps outreach program 



support. 
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TABLE 7, 0U»em1rwtlQn Act1vU1«» and HechanUms Considered E$$ent1a1 and/or Optimal for Afferent LeveU of Teacher C^rt>$ Outreach Support, 



OUTREACH ACTIVITIES MO HECltAtr[SHS 
{m Activities in imiicB) 



ALTERNAIWE LEVELS OF SUPPORT FOR TEACHER CORPS PROGRAM OUTREACH 



N1N1HUH 



HE01UN 



KAX1HUH 



E$Ub11thn«nt of Te*cher Corps progrM outreach 
performance »t«nd*rd» for adopter* aeve1op«ri 
«id <Se«on»tr*tor projects 



Teacher corps Hashlnqton Outreach Unit Usues 
specific perfomftnce »tandard» ^nd guidelines 
for collaborative Interaction among projects 



Regional Outreach Support HetKOrk» facilitate 
tmpTenentatlon of program outreach porfomance 
standard} by TeacKer Corps projects tn region 



Regional Outreach Support'Networlt» coordinate 
Interaction amng Teacher Corps projec^ts and 
Prograei Specialists to achieve objectives 



Supervision of project outre*ch perfoneancei 
«ake objective detenaln let tons of project cap- 
abilities In c4uc*t1on«1 AtO and/or contmttment 
to MU; inonltoring of product rev1eM/v*11datlon 
and achievement of dissemination objectives 



?rogr«M Specialists assess capability of each 
P^ect for educatlonH f(&0 and O&U and nalte 
recomnendatlons for differential finding of 
projects Mith the nost Potential for outreach 
and/or assisting other Teacher Corps projects 



Regional Networks collaborate with Program spe- 
cialists in assessing capabi lltles ^of projects 
for educational R&O and MU; ^raaote Interaction 
monq Projects* referrals for review/validation* 
to facilitate achievement of outreacti objectives 



Regional NetKOrlts coordinate collaboration 
vnng projects to Improve the capabilities of 
all to develop and Inclement effective school 
ImprovetMnt programs* provide llnltage with 
other educational diffusion agencies /networks 



Training of Project personnel In educational 
product marlteting* llnltage functions* technical 
assistance to adopters In 1npim«nt1ng products 
and practices* managing outreach programs* etc. 



Teacher Corps Olffbslon Project coordinates 
training within ED Regions* Projects with higlh 
capabilities In R|0 and O&U receive supple- 
mental funding to assist 1o regional training 



Regional Networks coordinate training within 
region ami collaboration among projects* TCCPi 
TCOP* and Teacher Corps Outreach Unit to maxl- 
mUe training effects regionally 



Regional NetKOrlts conduct training end tech- 
nical assistance to Improve outreach caoa> 
bllltfes Df all projects; provide llnltage^ 
with all Teacher COrPs outreach agencies 



[nteract1o«t-bcti«eeft groups, of projects (region^ 
a1Wj>^'f6r thematic program Interests) for the 
^ptytad and ^xcHang^ of Information* to encoura^ei 
choic* and facilitate inpt^mntatian assistance 



Projects ^thln reasonable proximity meet 
periodically* exchange personnel or teams for 
training; projects ^th strong R&O and O&U 
capabilities assist TCOP 



Regional ftetworks facilitate meetings of pro- 
jects and coordinate Information sharing; co- 
ordinate collaboration among projects In region^ 
a1 "capacity building" for sctiool improvement 



Regional Networks conduct meetings of prt>Jects 
for Information sharing and exchange of pro- 
ducts and practices* Provide llnltage with TCOP 
and other outreach resource agencies 



•Preparation of local Information materials* In- 
cluding newsletters* articles* media releases* 
etc,* for spread of project Information locally 



Teacher COrps Comunlcatlons Project provides 
guidelines* liovt-to" materials* and linkage 
with local public Information agencies 



Regional ftetworlts coordinate training of project 
personnel In use of "how-to^ materials; provide 
linkage with TCCP and other Information agencies 



Preparaclon of promottor^lt Instrvctlonatt eod 
support mi^terials for apr^tiJ and «£ahan(r« and 
use In choiii* and it^l^m^taticn activities of 
project- developed Innovations 



Projects with h1^ R&O capability and O&U 
coimnltment receive supplementary funding for 
outreach; other projects get assistance from 
TCCP within funding limitations 



Regional Networks facilitate collaboration bet- 
ween strong R&O/OAU projects and "adopter" pro- 
jects; coordinate direct assistance to projects 
by TCCP* TCOP, educational marlteting groups 



Regional Networks provide training and tech- 
nical assistance ai needed for projects In the 
preparation of effective Infoimatlon materials 

Regional Networlts provide technical assistance 

In materials preparation or coordinate dellv- i 

ery by TCCP and/or TCOP of highly specialised Ca> 

educational marltetin? services* and so forth ^ 



Oocu««ntat1on and evaluation to provide data on 
evidence of effectiveness of products/practices 
for Review and Endorsement assessment process 



Local projects use IHE resources or those of 
neatly Teacher Corps projects ^Ith strong n&O 
capabilities; TCDP assists as possible. 



Regional Networks coordinate collaboration among 
projects as necessary to facilitate Review and 
Metworit Endorsement Processes 



Regional Networks provide training and tech- 
nical assistance 1o documencatlon and eval- 
atlon; direct Networit Endorsement prbcess 



validation of evidence of effectiveness of prod- 
ucts and practices as prescreening for review by 
Joint Dissemination Review Panel (JORP) 



TCOP provides referrals for any projects need- 
ing assistance (EO Regional offices* Teacher 
Corps projects with high R&D capabilities) 



Regional Networlts facflltate^valldatlon Process 
for regional projectst provide referrals; for- 
ward valldaced products to program office 



neglonal Networks provide training and tech- 
nical assistance In validation Procedures; 
forward validated products to program office 



Presentations «t local* state* regional* and na- 
tional meetings of educational organizations and 
publication In professional Journals* etc<* to 
vpread Infonnatlon and facilitate ^^hange 



All projects allocate resources to malte pres- 
entations to appropriate audiences; the most 
productive projects receive supplemental 
funding for presentations and publication 



Regional Networks promote Participation by pr6- 
Jects In regional meetings ind- collaborate with 
TCCP In malting effective use of publication 
opportunities by Teacher Corps projects 



Regional Networks conduct regional meetings 
In school Improvement and educational person^ 
nel training Programs; coordinate ot^er 
regional and national Project presentations 



Olssemlnation of Innovative materials tKrOu^ 
state or federally funded dissemination systems 
to stimulate exch^ff^ge and chnioe activities 



All projects malte use of ERIC and similar 
State information systems or networks* elKjl* 
ble projects seelt funding from NDN 



Regional Hetworks facilitate submissions by 
projects to dissemination systems and malntair 
llnltage with state and regional agencies ^ 



Regional Networlts provide training and tech- 
nical assistance In accessing various systems; 
Provide llnltage between projects and agencies 



Operation of demonstration programs (classrooms* 
Inservlce centers* etc,} to Provide for exchange 
and to facilitate ch^f^ by potential adopters 



All Projects conduct some detonstratlon activ- 
ities; most Productive products get suoole- 
mental funding from Teacher corps program 



Regional Networlts coordinate collaboration among 
projects to maxlmlxe impact of demonstration 
activities by Teacher Corps Projects lo region 



Regional Networlts provide training and tech- 
nical assistance co Projects In establishing 
demonstration programs; coordinate with NDN 



Providing on-site technical assistance to adop- 
ters In the irrpl^ntation Of Project^developed 
Products and practices 



Eligible projects get NDN funding; other pro- 
ductive Projects with scrong o&u capabilities 
get supplementary Ort>gram fOndIng 



Regional Networlts facilitate collaboration among 
adopter «nd demonstrator projects to Improve the 
capabilities of all to assist adopters/ adapters 



Regional Networks conduct training and tech- 
nical .assistance to regional proiecl^ to 
establish 'Implementation service c^blllty 



Cooinerclal publication of effective project de- 
veloped materials; aprt^adt exchm^e* and ^hdiW 
done by publisher; {ptptf^nttition contractecf 



Any project with commercially attractive 
materials can get assistance fr^ publishers; 
TCOP Provides referrals as possible 



Pegfonal Networlts facilitate Interaction with 
projects and Publishers; coordinate technical 
assistance between Projects and TCOP 



Regional Networks provide llnltage between pro- 
jects and publication specialists; maintain 
coordination with other Teacher Corps regions 



1- Establishment of Teacher Corps program outreach performance 
standards for adopter, developer, and demonstrator projects. 

Minimum : Teacher Corps Washington Outreach Unit issues specific 
performance standards and guidelines for collaborative 
interaction among projects. 

Medium : Regional Outreach Support Networks facilitate imple- 
mentation of program outreach performance standards 
by Teacher Corps projects in region. 

Maximum : Regioniil Outreach Support Networks coordinate interaction 
among Teacher Corps projects and Program Specialists to 
achieve objectives. 

We recommend that Teacher Corps Washington promulgate a set of projecb^^ 

outreach performance standards, direct projects to conduct formal appraisals 

■I w 

of their readiness and capabilities for outreach, and require all projects 
to apply for one of three levels of differential support when they complete 
continuation grant applications for fiscal year 1982. Essentially, projects 
would be assigned to one of three categories of educational RSD/DSU capability 
after review of grant application data by a panel of Teacher Corps Washington 
program staff personnel ; maximum attention should, of course, be given 
to objective self-appraisal data supplied by projects but the program 

I 

officials should strive to ensure that the evidence provided by projects 

demonstrates potential for achieving the standards established for each 

level. In general, we wouliJ suggest that specific check-list criteria be 

developed from the following broad sort of guideline statements: 

° . Devel oper/Demonstrat ion Projects ; these projects should provide 
strong evidence of commitment and resource capabilities (in place 
or readily available) to plan and develop novel educational 
programs; conduct effective documentation and evaluation of the 
implementation of innovative programs to ensure that evidence 
of effeftiveness can be validated; specify means for demonstrating 
Innovative programs and disseminating information about them on 
a broad regional or national basis; detallresources to be com- 
mitted to maintaining innovations and to providing technical 
assistance to adopters (including adaptation in a wide range of 
educational settings) both among Teacher Corps projects and other 
educational audiences. 



-37- 

Regular/Service Projects ; T^ese projects should provide 
convincing evidence of Ihstftutlonal commltiDent and resource 
capability to develop effective school improvement programs 
In the project LEA^^ to assess the effectiveness of products 
and practices^ and to provide and maintain effective demon- 
stration and dissemination services for potential adopters 
in the local area (state or' ijeglon, as appropriate). 

Adopter Projects ; these projectsMndlcate a need (or are 
judged by differential funding review panel to have a need) 
for training and technical assistance In adapting Innovative 
educational programs In the LEA schools and for increasing 
the capabilities of the IHE to provide effective school im- 
provement programs to schools In the local and regional area. 

When established^ the program of differential funding would 
make the resources of more productive Teacher Corps projects available 
to projects that needed the most help. At minimal levels of outreach 
program support, the "personal linkage" between project personnel and 
dissemination resources (whether for drawing-upon or contributing- to) 
will obviously be weak. A great deal of responsibility falls to , 
the projects themselves because of the limited capability for linkage 
operations by the Teacher Corps Diffusion Project (TCDP) and Teacher 
Corps Communications Project (TCCP). Much of the assistance provided 
to adopter projects would have to come about through brokerage and/or 
referral^ conducted at a distance by the support project personnel 
striving to get the best "matches" among projects. Thus, the personal 
linkage In the minimum outreach program will take place largely among 
project personnel engaged in collaborative interaction with other project 
personnel, local information resource personnel, or other adopters. 

Even more critical to the success of a program of differential 
funding among Teacher Corps projects than the linkage capabilities of 
the TCDP and the TCCP, In the minimum level outreach configuration, 
would be the effectiveness of the personnel who were assigned to the 
Teacher Corps Washington Outreach Unit. We have estimated annual 
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operating costs and projected costs for this group in terms of Department 
of Education personnel assignments rather than Teacher Corps program 
funding. 



Outreach Unit 

Teacher Corps Washington 



Costs of assigning program 
staff personnel to monitor 
outreach support projects and 
provide liaison with Federal 
dissemination systems 



Estimated Annual Cost 

Minimum Medium Maximum 

1 F.T.E. 2 F.T.E. 3 F.T.E. 

Costs Projected Over Five Years 

Federal Staff Person-Years 
5 10 15 * 



It has become increasingly clear to us during our stucfy of Teacher 
Corps operations that the Federal program office should establish an Out- 
reach Unit to provide leadership and administrative control of the information 
sharing and val idation/ outreach activities. At a verxminimum we recommend 
that a full-time program staff professional be assigned to provide leadership 
in outreach activity and accomplish the following responsibilities: 

Monitor the Teacher Corps Communication Project (TCCP) 

Monitor the Teacher Corps Diffusion Project (TCDP) 

Coordinate program relations with ED dissemination agencies and 
Jl 



professional educational associations: 



DAC 

ERIC 

RDx 

JDRP/NDN 
RRC 

Education Practice File 
Equal Education 
Opportunity Program 



Teacher Centers 

ROEP 

AACTE 

NEA 

AFT 

ATE 

NSDC 

CCSSO 



ASCD 

AASA 

NAESP 

NASSP 

etc. 



The following scenario, written by Fred Rosenau, gives a view of 
how a Teacher Corps Outreach Unit staff person might carry out such tasks. 



A DAY IN THE LIFE OF DEE ESS: 
A Teacher Corps Dissemination Scenario 



On fi spsfkllng April dsy in 1981, Dee Ess, newly appointed Dissemination 
Specialist in the Washington office of Teacher Corps, rode Metro to her 
office. During the 20-m1nute ride, she had ample time to run over rentally 
some of the Issues she knew were facing her In this; her third, week in a 
challenging new assignnient* Above all, she knew that In two days she would 
be sitting down, for the first time, with the full Office of Educational . 
Research and Improvement dissemination coordination cominittee whose minutes 
she had reviewed over the previous weekend* She had^met, thus far, only two 
members of the committee—one of whoiu was the head of the dissemination and 
professional development group* But she had been engaged In a crash reading 
program to catch up on recent reports from, the various technical assistance 
contractors and dissemination networks most likely to assure Teacher Corps 
of the kinds of help it would need in the year ahead. 

Opening her briefcase deftly so as not to jostle her seatmate, she began 

riffling through the long list of notes she had compiled for herself to try 

to attend to some of the many details needing her attention in the next few 

days* These Included: 

* Planning production of a very simple, perhaps computer-based 
and computer-printed, directory—updated and unillustrated-- 
of all Teacher Corps projects for distribution to the ED 
Regional Offices, Teacher Centers, the Regional Exchanges, the 
ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Education* Regional Programs, 
state education agency Inservlce coordinators, state capacity- 
building projects, key offices on the Hill, all key offices in 
OERI, OESE, OSERS, etc. She' made another note to see if it 
would be possible for the copies headed for the Hill to carry 
personal notes from the projects themselves*.. 
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Making arrangemeFjts to meet with the Teacher Center 
state coordinators at the next Teacher CenteV program 
workshop. 

Planning to cooperate with the Regional Offices for the 
next series of ESEA Title I workshops. 

Arranging for distribution, with a cover memo from the 
director of Teacher Corps, of Resources for Educational 
Program Iniprovement to Teacher Corps projects. 

Planning—and getting costs for--an insert for the ED 
newsletter on Teacher Corps dissemination activities in 
recent months. She felt this insert, on different color 
stock, would be an effective alternative to the former 
Teacher Corps INFORMATION bulletin.. 

Arranging—via one of the OERI technical assistance con- 
tractors--for help in improving the writing/editing/ 
production of the various locally produced Teacher Corps 
"newsletters" which heretofore seemed distinctly un-newsy. 

Working with Basic Skills Coordinating Committee members 
to get selective basic skills information out to all 
projects--not just the basic skills cluster funded by tne 
Basic Skills program* 

Linking state and regional Teacher Corps clusters to the 
next series of regional dissemination forums. 

Helping to move Teacher Corps output more quickly into RDx, 
the Urban Superintendents Network, and so on. 

Scheduling a meeting with the dissemination project director 
at the Council of Chief State School Officers. 

Making arrangements to get the best TC videocassettes and 
audiotapes into the National Audi-ovisua! Center for nationwide 
distribution.- 



Meeting with the Office of Public Affairs to suggest ideas 
for stories or features attractive to the editors of Education 
USA, Education Times . Teacher Education Reports , and other 
Tcey media. ' 



Working with the editors of American Education to develop a 
Teacher Corps feature for fall j she had already tossed out 
three possible sites that would entice journalists. 

Conferring with the OERI publication specialist about a 
possible third printing of School Learning Climate aftd 
Student Achievement . S h ou Id that Florida State Unlvers 1 ty 
document be accessed only by ERIC, put on sale by the ERIC 
Clearinghouse, or placed with a nonprofit distributor? 
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^ . 

^ Discussing with colleagues the notion of discouraging 
Teacher Corps projects from paying for exhibit booths 
at ATE, NEA> QUEST, AACTE, and similar conferences; 
Instead, shouldn^t Teacher Corps make a concerted effort 
to get on the programs of all significant professional 
meetings In the coming year? 

Collerting from Teacher Corps Program Specialists examplgs 
of "failures" and "successes" to be shared--after de- 
personal Izatlon^-wlth all other projects (for example^ 
materials, pj^actkes, how-tos, demonstrations that did/ 
^didn't work out there). ^ . - , 

^ Querying her boss as to whether the Assistant Secretary 
for Public Affairs might a^k the Secretary to visit in.^ 
person a strong Teacher Corps site as a media event* 

Feeding tidbits to NSDC^ ASCD, AACTE, Teachers' Centers^ 
Exchange, networks, and resource centers to maintain keen 
Interest in Teacher Corps activities and accomplishments. 

Settiir^g up a system to monitor all dissemination/service/ 
technical assistance providers to obtain publications of 
, value and Importance to Teacher Corps projects. 

° Checking to see 1f Networkingfor Interagency Collaboration 
had yet turned up In ERIC so Teacher Corps .projects could 
refer to it as needed. 

^ And, further along In the month, seeing If she could compare 
the costs of a Teachers' Centers Exchange workparty with 
those of a regional Title I meeting so she could make rec- 
ommendations as to which technique offered the most cost/ 
beneficial potential for Teacher Corps projects. ? 

She would have continued riffling through her briefcase, but the Metro" 

public address system was signalling her station, so she closed the snap and 

headed for her office, wond^erlng which item on her list should be dealt with 

first. As she walked along a line from an old Beatles song came Into her 

mind--she wasn't sure she had it quite straight but the words seemed to fit 

the task ahead—she'd get by, with a little help from her friends. 
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2# Supervision of project outreach performance make objective de- 
teminations of project capabilities In educational RiD and/or 
. -fConmltment to DiU; monitoring of product review/validation and 
achievement of dissemination objectives* 

Minimum : Program Specialists assess capability of each project 
y , for educational R&D and DiU and make recommendations 
J for differential funding of projects with ttie most , 
potential for outr)&ach and/or assisting other Teacher 
Corps projects* 



Medium : Regional Network-s collaborate with Program Specialists 
in assessing capabilities of projects for educational 
RSD and DAU; promote Interaction among projects^ refer- 
rals for review/validation^ to facilitate achle^^ement 
of outreach objectives* *' / 



Maximum : Regional Networks coordinate collaboration among projects 
to Improve the capabilities of all to develop and imple- 
ment effective school Improvemeht programs; provide 
linkage with other educational agencles/petworks* 

The other side of the coin In the system of differential funding (where 
projects with high capabilities in educational RSD/DSU help adopter projects) 
Involves the responsibility for monitoring the performance pf projects In 
meeting their stated outreach objectives, that Is; that the program standards 
for outreach activities are met by each project**^ 

Certainly a radical departure from past practices, a system for differen- 
tiating among projects such as we have proposed, would result in some degree 
of turmoil among* Teacher Corps projects, perhaps even charges of unfair treat- 
ment in the classification of some projects to regul ar/ service or adopter 
status* We reconriend that the Teacher Corps Program Specialists, who are in 
fact charged with monitorinsf the performance of local projects, play a. major 
role In assisting projects make objective assessments of their outreach poten- 
tial, then follow through as closely as possible In monitoring the achievement 
of project objectives In dissemination, and as necessary take steps to try to 
adjust any real Inequities* The Program Specialists should also maintain 
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close collaboration with the staff of the Outreach Unit and the various 
outreach support projects/networks, etc., In order to Increase the like- 
lihood that projects will make better use of available resources. At the ^ 
minimum leveV^f outreach program support It-would be necessary for Program 
Specialists to work closely together In monitoring the Interatlon among 
developer/ demonstrator projects and adopter projects. At higher levels 
of Teacher Corps outreach program support, the Regional Networks could play 
an 1f>creaslngly larger role In the linkage, referral^ brokerage^ etc., 
functions that, Program Specialists would bf. concerned about and» thereby, 
make somewhat easier the tasks of monitoring project outreach performance. 

We have not calculated any particular costs for this component of 
the Teacher Corps outreach system because supervision Is so closely tied 
In with the relationship of Program Specialists with projects, a function 
that Is incorporated In the program office operating costs. 
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3. Training of project personnel In educatlonall prodixt marketing^ 
linkage functions, technical assistance to adopters In implement- 
ing products and practices, managing outreaca programs, etc. 

Minimum : Teacher Corps Diffusion Project cool^dlnates training 
within ED Regions; projects with hidh capabilities 
in RSD and DjlU receive supplemental, funding to assist 
In regional training. \ 

Medium : Regional Networks coordinate training within region 
and collaboration among projects, TCCP, TCDP, and 
Teacher Corps Outreach Unit to'maximize training 
effects regionally. 

Maximum : Regional Networks conduct training and technical 
assistance to Improve outreach capabilities of all 
projects; provide linkage with all Teacher Corps 
outreach agencies. 

The responsibilities for training and technical assistance in outreach 

activities fall, in the minimum level of program outreach support, primarily 

to the T(!^ and, to a lesser extent, to the TCCP. Regional Networks, however, 

assume an. Increasing degree of responsibility for training as the level of 

program outreach support increases. Cost estimates and projections for the 

training component discussed here are limited to the TCDP and TCCP operations. 



Teacher Corps 
Communications Project 

Costs determined on the basis 
of staff person-years estimated 
to achieve production of various 
information publications and/or 
operatiiSfn of systems at various 
levels of support by Teacher 
Corps Washington 



Estimated Annual Cost 

Mi nlmuni Medi um Maximum 

$ 210,000 $ 300,000 $ 390,000 

Costs Projected Over Five Years 

Federal Staff Person-Years 
$1 ,050 ,000 $1 ,500 ,000 $1 ,950 ,000 



ERLC 
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We recommend that a Teacher Corps Communications Project (TCCP) be 
established for a three- to five- year period through competitive responses 
to a Request for Proposal (RFP), a process that we believe will result in 
securing the most competent personnel for the task of providing information 
services to projects^ regional units, and the program office. Professional 
and support staff costs (including institutional overhead and facilities) 
are^ estimated on the basis of $60*000 per person-year. Production costs 
for publications, services, and so forth are estimated on the basis of 
anticipated volume. 

Mechanism or Activity Minimum Medium Maximum 

Project Staff (3, 4^ 5 person-years) $180^000 $240^000 $300^000 

Program Directory (Minimal^ as at 6^000 10,000 * 10^000 

present with basic data on projects; 
on project innovations, services, etc; 
at optimal level of outreach support 
the directory is part of computer 
database information system which 
can be updated periodically) 

Archive collection of program materials 10,000 20>000 30>000 

(storage, cataloging^ etc.); collec- 
tion, exchange^ clearinghouse services 
improve at different levels 

Catalog of project- developed products 6>000 8>000 10>000 

and practices; annual publication at 
minimum level to ^computerized data 
base Teacher Corps Practice File 
at optimal level of support 

Newsletter about praising practices, 8,000 12,000 20,000 

etc.^ 4> 6> or 10 issues at different 
levels of outreach support 

Direct communication service to projects 10>000 20,000 
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Teacher Corps Diffusion Project ^ Estimated Annual Costs 

Mi nfmuin Medi um Maxiinum 

Costs determined on the basis cf 

staff person-years estimated to $1,460,000 $U750,000 $8C0»000 

achieve Various levels of outreach 

support services to Teacher Corps Costs Projected Over Five Years 

projects and o^her units; support 

from Teacher Corps Washington $7,300^000 $8,750,000 $4,300,000 



We recommend that a Teacher Corps Diffusion Project (TCDP) be established 
through competetive responses to an RFP issued by Teacher Corps for a three- 
to five-year contract. We believe this process will secure the most competent 
personnel to perform the highly specialized services envisioned for this project; 
these include training and technical assistance in all phases of school improve- 
ment program planning, development, evaluation, adaptation^ and dissemination. 
At low levels of outreach progran support^ TCDP project personnel will focus 
more on coordinating the collaborative interaction among Teacher Corps projects 
with different levels of capability for educational .R&D and/or commitment to 
knowledge DaU to maximize the effects of program outreach. Funds should be 
alloted for direct support of assistance in cases where there, are many more 
adopter projects in a given area that can be served by developer/demonstration 
projects in the region. As higher levels of suppol^t become possible^ the TCDP 
would be increasingly able to provide direct service to projects rather than 
brokerage and referrals that would be characteristic of t;h^e minimum level of 
operations. Such services include: \ 

Assessment of educational products and practices for Project 
Review and Network Endorsement processes; 

^ Validation of the evidence of product effectiveness in the 
prescreening process for JDRP review; 
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^ Maintafning Ifnkage with state, regional, and federal dis- 
semination systems, clearinghouses, and networks; 

^ Establishing means for Improved DSU among Teacher Corps IHEs 
and other SCDEs throughout the country (alternatives Include 
support of new unit within NDN or setting up a separate DSU 
program for IHEs); and 

Assistance to projects In Identifying potential audiences for 
dissemination, packaging educational materials, marketing 
practices, educational linkage functions, implementation 
assistance, and so forth. 



Mechanism or Activity 

Project Staff {fi,-10, and 6 person- 
years; many technical assistance 
and training functions assumed by 
Regional Outreach Support Networks 
in optimal configuration) 

Consultant fees and travel for 
technical assistance in product 
assessment; program development, 
documentation, evaluation; dem- 
onstration; marketing, packaging, 
and so forth {focus shifts to the 
regional networks capabilities at 
optimal level of support) 

Support for Teacher Corps projects ^ 
with exceptional R4D capability 
and/or commitment to D4U to provide 
assistance to Teacher Corps projects 
with less capability {need diminishes 
with Increase In capability of other 
outreach support units) 

Establishing and operating a system 
for improving DSU school improve- 
ment programs among Teacher Corps 
IHEs and other SCDEs nationally 
{regional networks perform the 
function in optimal configuration) 

Training and technical assistance to 
projects, and Increasingly as the 
levels of outreach support increase, 
to the Regional Outreach Support 
Networks 



Levels of Program Support 

Minimum Medium Maximum 

$360,000 $600,000 $360,000 



300,000 500,000 200,00Q 



500,000 300,000 100,000 



100,000 200,000 100,000 



200,000 150,000 100,000 
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4. 



Interaction between groups of projects (regionally or for thematic 
program interests) for the spread and exchange of infomation, to 
encourage choice and facilitate Implementation assistance* 



Minimum: 



Projects within reasonable proximity meet periodicall 
exchange personnel or teams for training; projects wi 
strong RSD and D4U capabilities assist TCDP. 



Medium: 



Regional Networks facilitate meetings of projects and 
coordinate information sharing; coordinate collabora- 
tion among projects in regional "capacity building" for 
school improvement* 



Maximum: 



Regional Networks conduct meetings of projects for 
infonnation sharing and exchange of products and 
practices; provide linkage with TCDP and other out- 
reach resource agencies. 



The system of Teacher Corps regional networks that operated through mid- 
1980, as we indicated at the beginning of this reports was to have played a 
central part in the infonnation sharing and dissemination systems for Teacher 
Corps. Many of our advisors^ although certainly not all, judged that the 
regional network system provided definite benefits to project operations and 
had potential for providing the stimulus for outreach—through peer pressure^ 
institutional rivalry, professional interaction^ and the like--that is missing 
when projects work in isolation from one another. One reviewer stated that the 
regional networks spread the program resources too thinly whereas another thought 
our case for a minimal outreach system without the personal linkage supplied 
by network interaction was "fatally flawed." Special purpose groups of projects^ 
such as the Youth Advocacy Loop and Research Adaptation Cluster, also provided 
for professional stimulation, although the potential for facilitating outreach 
activities was not so readily apparent. 

Our recommendations for the system of Regional Outreach Support Networks, 
defined below, should not , however, be construed to mean that we advocate simply 
reestablishing the previous regional network system. Though some of the networks 
in our judgments helped projects prepare for the "future" tasks of institutional- 
ization and outreach--and did very creditable jobs in training, establishing 
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liaison with state dissemination agencies, providing linkage for projects with 
Information resources, and so forth—others did nothing. We recommend that 
any future Teacher Corps Investment In networking be made solely on the basis 
of providing means for the. best available training and technical assistance In 
all the elements of developing and "delivering" successful school improvement 
programs. We hake no recommendations with regard to the special purpose groups 
of projects; these seem to us to have less impact upon the 1 arger chal lenge of 
Teacher Corps program outreach that Is our primary concern. 



Regional Outreach Support Networks Estimated Annual Costs 

Medium Maximum 

Costs determined on the basis of 
different ratios of Network staff 
personnel to projects In various 
regional configurations; the 
basic principle Is to concentrate 
help where.it is most needed 



In order to ensure that the most qualified educational linkage personnel 
available are given the opportunity to assist Teacher Corps projects prepare 
for and conduct outreach activities^ yte recommend that a system of Regional 
Outreach Support Networks be established through competitive proposals 1n^ 
response to a procurement Issued to a broad range of educational agencies 
able to operate outreach support programs. We would not limit eligibility 
for competing for the network contracts (or grants) to IHEs because of the 
specialized nature of educational dissemination. The qualifications needed 
for effective outreach linkage are not necessarily limited to teacher educators 
In SCDEs and Teacher Corps should endeavor to secure the most competent person- 
nel for this vital task. 

ER?C 



$3»034»000 to $4»329»500 to 
$3»124»000 $4.452»000 

Costs Projected Over Five Years 

$21»398»000 r<r $30»719»000 
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We suggest that the boundaries of the Teacher Corps network system follow, 
at least general 1y» those of the Department of Education's regions to increase 
the potential for coordinating effort with other Federally supported programs 
administered or supported regionally, A regional Teacher Corps network system^ 
however* Is not considered feasible at the minimum level of program outreach 
support. In that situation we recommend that differential funding (discussed 
on pages 28 to 30) be set up to provide additional funding for projects that 
have more capability in educational R4D and/or commitment to DSU to assist 
other projects. 

The variation in the cost estimates for the medium and maximum outreach 
programs is based .upon different ratios of the number of full-time equivalent 
(FTE) network professional staff personnel to thenumber of Teacher Corps 
projects. in each region (1:15 and 1:10 respectively), Tabl e 8 indicates the 
number of personnel who would be involved in three different regional config- 
urations (see also the maps on pages 52 to 54), As the number of Teacher 
Corps projects in a given region varied over the years* the FTE ratio could be 
adjusted without much disturbance in the continuity of personnel. For example* 
if the number of projects in ED Region IV were to increase from 20 to 23 the 
regional netviork staff could be Increased from 2,0 to 2,3 FTE staff by 
contracting for the part-time services of an available educational linkage 
specialist. The same principle would work in reverse but* to ensure continuity* 
no region would ever have fewer than one (1-0 FTE) network staff person. The 
estimated cost of the regional network system is determined on the basis of 
$20*000 or $25*000 per project served (medium and maximum support levels) 
plus a personnel allowance of $25*000 for each FTE staff person* prorated as 
necessary. Other costs are estimated on a national basis although there 
would likely be regional variation, (Text continues on page 55,) 



TABLE* 8. 



Number of Teacher Corps Regional Outreach Support Network 
Professional Staff Personnel in Ratios of 1:15 and 1:10 to the 
Number of Projects in Three Configurations of Department of Education Regions 



Ten ED and TC Regions 
(Map on page 52 ) 



Eight TC Regions 
(Map on page 53) 



Six TC Regions 
(Map on page 54) 



Regions 



II 
III 



IV 



VI 
VII 
VIII 

IX 



Number 

of 
Projects 



10 



14 

-15 
20 
22 
17 



16 



Network 
Staff Ratio 



1:15 



1.0 
1.0 
1.0 
1.3 
1.5 
1.1 
1.0 
1.0 
1.1 
1.0 



1:10 



1.0 

1.4 

1.5' 

2.0 

2.2 

1.7 

1.0 

1.0 

1.6 

1.0 



Regions 



I 



Number 

of 
Projects 



10 



Total 132 



11.0 14.4 



14 

go 

22 
17 



13 



21 



122 



Network 
Staff Ratio 



1:15 

1.0 

1.0 

1.0 

1.3 

1.5 

1.1 



1.0 



1.4 



1:10 



1.0 
1.4 
1.5 
2.0 
2.2 
2.7 



1.3 



2.1 



Regions 



I 



J 3 



> 5 



Number 

of 
Projects 



24 



9.3 13.2 



20 
37 



23 



12 
16 



132 



Network 
Staff Ratio 



1:15 



1.6 



1.3 
2.5 



1.5 



1.0 



6.5 



9.5 



ERIC 
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FIGURE L Distribution of Teacher Corps Projects in Ten ED Regions. 



REGION I 




Arizona 
California 
Hawaii 
Nevada 

* American Somoa 
Trust Territory 

of the Pacific 

• Guam 

Wake Islands 



Arkansas I 
Louisiana 3 
New Mexico 1 
Oklahoma 2 
Texas 10 



Boston Area 3 

New York City 7 

New Jersey 3 

Philadelphia Area 3 

Oelaware 1 

Maryland 2 

Washington. DC- 2 
Arlington, VA 



REGION II 

New Jersey 3 

New York . 9 

—^Puerto Rico 1 

• Virgin Islands 1 

REGION III 

Delaware 

District of Columbia 
Maryland 
Pennsylvania 
Virginia 
West^rglnia 

REGION IV 



I 
I 



Alabama 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 



In this configuration the Teacher Corps Regional Outreach Support Networks coincide with The Department 

of Education regions; I (Boston), IT (New York), III (Philadelphia), IV (Atlanta), V "(Chicago), VI (Dallas), 

VII {Kansas City), VIII (Denver), IX (San Francisco), and X (Seattle). 



FIGURE 2- Distribution of Teacher Corps Projects In Eight Regions- 



REGION I 




Arizona 

Calffornfa 

Hawaff 

Nevada 
• American Somo^ 

Trust Territory 
of the Pacific 
« Guam 

Wake ^slands 



Arkansas 1 
Louisiana 3 
New Hexfco 1 
Oklahoma 2 
Texas 10 



Boston Area 3 

New York Cfty 7 

New Jersey 3 

Phfladelphfa Area 3 

Oel aware 1 

Maryland 2 

Washingtoni DC- 2 
Arlington! VA 

REGION II 

New Jersey 3 

New York 9 

Puerto Rico 1 

• Virgin Islands 1 

REGION III 

Delaware 1 
District of Columbia 1 

Maryland 2 

Pennsylvania 6 

Virginia 4 

Hest Virginia 1 

REGION IV 



Al^banta 
Fl orlda* 
t>eorg1a 
Kentucky 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 



I 

cn 
I 



In this configuration the Department of Education Regions VII (Kansas City) and yill (Denver) are 
combined into a single Teacher Corps Regional Outreach Support Network as are Regions IX (San 
Francisco and X (Seattle); the remaining Networks coincide with thq ED Regions- 



Distribution of Teacher Corps Projects In Six Regions.. 



REGIOH 1 




Boston Area 
Hew York City 
Hew tjersey 
Philadelphia Area 
Delaware 
Haryland 
Washington^ DC* 
Arlington, VA 



REGIOH 11 

Hew Jersey 
New York 
Puerto Rico 
Virgin Islands 

REGIOH III 

Delaware 

District of Columbia 
Haryland 
Pennsylvania 
Virginia 
West Virginia 



REGIOH IX 

Arizona 
California 
Hawaii 
Nevada 

* American Softioa 
Trust Territory 

of the Pacific 

• Guam 

Wake Islands 



Arkansas 1 
Louisiana 3 
Hew Mexico 1 
Oklahoma ^ 
Texas 10 



REGION IV 

Alabama 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Mississippi 
Korth Carolina 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 



In this configuration Department of Education Regions I (Boston) and II (New York) are combined, as are 
Regions HI (Phil^adelphia) and V (Chicago). Regions VI (Dallas) and VU (Kansas City), and Regions VIII 
(Denver) and X (Seattle). Regions IV (Atlanta) and IX (San Francisco) remain as separate units. 
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Of the six posslbil Hies (two ratios in three configurations) we judge 
that (given the present distribution of projects throughout the country) the 
optimal system of networking and outreach linkage would be provided by having 
one FTE staff person for every 10 projects in eight Teacher Corps regions. 
Coriblning ED Regions VII with VIII and IX with X» although the geographic 
areas (see Figure 2» page 53) are large 1ndeed» Is more econorilcal in terms 
of the ratio of network staff to projects served. In addition, the cities 
of Denver and San Francisco, where the Network staff would likely be located, 
both have superior transportation facilities to compensate for the distances 
between some of the more remote projects. Although at a 1:15 ratio it would 
take, only 9.3 FTE network staff to serve these eight regions, it wai the 
consensus among our advisors and reviewers that the Executive Secretaries, 
in the previous Teacher Corps regional configuration of 12 networks, could 
serve about 10 projects most efficiently. 

The estimated annual costs of this outreach component are stated in 
terms of options depending upon the ratio of FTE network staff professionals 
to the number of projects (out of 132) served. * 



Levels of Outreach Program Support 



Mechanism or Activity 
(Minimum level not Included) 



Medi um 



Maximum 



Basis for Network Budget, per project 
Ratio of Staff FTE per project 

Ten Regions; 132 projects 
11.0 and 14.4 FTE ^ 



Eight Regions; 132 projects 
9.3 and 13.2 FTE 



$ 20,000 
1:15 

$2,640,000 
220,000 
$2 ,860,000 

$2 ,640,000 
186,000 
$2 ,826 ,000 



$ 25 ,000 

1:10 

$3,300,000 
360 .000 
$3,660,000 

$3,300,000 
330 .000 
$3,630,000 
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Six Regions; 132 projects 
6.5 and 9.5 FTE : 



Support for Deans Councils (allowances* 
bf $1,000 or $3^00 for each project) 



Medium 

$2,640,000 
130,000 
$2,770iOO0 

$ 132,000 



Support for Superintendents Councils* $ 132,000 



Maximum . 

$3,W,000\ 
237 .500 
$3,537,500/^ 

$ 396,000 
$ 396,000 



*Regarded by some reviewers as a pol itical ly astute Investment for In- 
stitutionalization a^d outreach but by others as simply window dressing or 
boondoggles. 

The five-year projections are based upon an eight region configuration 
and include the following variables; 



Levels of Outreach Program Support 



Medium 



Maximum 



Per Project Operating Budget 

Ratio of Network FTE Staff 
to Projects In Regibn 

Allowance for Deans! Council, 
per Project 

Allowance for Superintendents 
Council, per Project 



$ 20,000 



1:15 
1,000 

1,000 



$ 25,000 

1:10 
$ 3,000 



3,000 



The estimate for each year (below)l includes the costs for each of the 
factors above and netkirk staff costs for the nunber of projects indicated: 



Fiscal Year No. Projects 



Staff 
FTE 



Medi um 



Staff 
FTE 



Maximum 



\. 



1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 



172 
212 
173 
160 
200 



11.5 
14.1 
11.5 
10.7 
13.4 



4,014,000 
4,^46,000 
4,01^6,000 
3,734,000 
4.668 .000 



TOTALf^ $21,398' 000 



17.2 $ 5,762,000 

21.2 7,102,000 

17.3 5,795,000 
16.0 5,360,000 
20.0 6 ,719 .000 

$30,719,000 
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5t Preparation of local information materials, including newsletters, 
articles, media releases, )&tCt , for spread of project infomation 
locally* 



The next four Teacher Corps outreach system components involve cost 
estimates and projections of funds that we recommend be allocated (that is, 
set aside) for expenditure in each Teacher Corps project budget; we are not 
discussing "new" or "additional" program funds but rather the allotment of 
specific minimum proportions of each project's budget to carry out important 
outreach activities at particular times* Thus, the cost figures are directly 
related to the defnonstration/dissenination mandate of the Teacher Corps but 
are not really separate from the program funding amounts authorized and/or 
appropriated by the Congress each year* 



Teacher Corps Project Estimated Annual Costs 

Local Information Materials 



Minimi^m : Teacher Corps Communications Project provides guide- 
\ lines, *'how-to" materials, and linkage with local 
public information agencies* 




Medium : Regional Networks coordinate training of project 
personnel in use of "how-to" materials; provide 
linkage with TCCP and other information agencies* 



Maximum : Regional Networks provide training and technical 
assistance as needed for projects in the prepara^ 
tion of effective information materials* 



Minimum 



Medium 



Maximum 



Annual costs calculated at 



2, 3, and 4 percent of average 
annual project budget estimated 
to be $200,000 for each of 132 
project; projections based on 
the assumed nunber of projects 
operating over the five-year 



$528,000 $792,000 $1,056,000 



period (1982-86) 



Costs Projected Over Five Years 
(Allocated frofu project grant funds) 

$1,834,000 $2,751,000 $3,668,000 
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The importance of effective communications between Teacher Corps projects 
and local community groups (parents, civic leaders, taxpayer organizations, 
etc.) has been well established in practice. Teacher Corps projects through- 
out the country have experienced improved community relations by publishing 
and distributing print materials, producing media presentations for public 
meetings, and so forth. Among such materials are the following: 

^ Newsletter ^ Radio and television 

presentations (audio 
^ Community Council election guides and videotapes) 

Project information brochures Informational posters 

Slide-tape presentations about Project reports 

project activities 

We recommend that all Teacher Corps projects receive guidance in the preparation 
of public information materials to enhance public acceptance of project efforts. 
Our calculations were based on the assumption that (given past practices) 

r 

over the five years of a project's life the average annual budget would be ^ 
$200,000.* An average project expenditure of two percent of its annual budget, 
$4,000 per year on local public information, is not regarded as more than a 
very minimal investment to reach an audience that is crucial to institutionali- 
zation of a project's program. The projections for 1982»1986 were based upon 
the following factors: 

Program Number of Number of Total Total Total 

Cycle Projects Years @ $2 ,000 @ $3 ,000 @ $4 ,000 

78 79 2 $ 316,000 $ 474,000 $ 632*000 

79 53 3 318,000 477,000 636,000 

81 40 5 I 400,000 600,000 800,000 

82 40 4 320,000 480,000 640,000 

83 40 3 240,000 360 ,000 480 ,000 

84 40 2 1 60 ,000 240 ,000 320 ,000 

85 40 1 80 , 000 1 20 , 000 1 60 , 000 



* The program Rules and Regulations state that the maximum amount a project 
might receive over five years is $1,100,000, or an average of $220,000. 
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6. Preparation of promotional, instructional, and support materials 
for spread and exchange and use In choice and implementation 
activities and project-developed innovations. 

Minimum : Projects with high R4D capability and D4U cwnmitment 
receive supplementary funding for outreach; other 
projects get assista nee from TCCP within funding 
1 imitations. 

Medium : Regional Netorks facilitate collaboration between 
strong RSD/DSU projects and "adopter" projects; 
coordinate direct assistance to projects by TCCP^ 
TCDP, educational marketing groups. 

Maximum : Regional Networks provide technical assistance in 

materials preparation or coordinate delivery by TCCP 
and/or of highly specialized educational marketing 
services, and so forth. 

This outreach system component also involves the allocation of local project 
budgets rather than program funds although, with a system of differential 
funding, the developer/demonstrator projects end up spending more on dissemi- 
nation materials than will the adopter projects. For projecting the costs. 



however, we have relied upon average figures for all projects to arrive at 
an estimate of the total of project budget monies that we recommend be allo- 
cated to this component. 



Teacher Corps Project Estimated Annual Costs 

Dissemination Materials ^ (for 132 Projects) 

Minimum Medium Maximum 

Annual costs calculated at 4, 6, 

and^H^rcent of the average $792 , 000 $1,188^000 $U584,000 

fourth and fifth year budgets of 
132 projects; average annual project 

budget estimated at $150>000; pro- Costs Projected Over Five Years 

jections based on the number of (Al located rrom project grant funds) 

projects operating in fourth and 

fifth years of program cycle. in $2^304^000 $3,456,000 $4 ►608,000 

1982-1986 \ 
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As Teacher Corps projects undertake outreach activfties they wfll have 
to prepare a variety of promoticnal , informational, and "how-to" materials to 
facilitate adoption and adaptation. Emrick and Peterson (1978) have defined 
such materials ("brochures, manuals, workbooks, handbooks, filmstrips, video- 
tapes, and other hard-copy or mediated presentations of information") in three 
categories: 

Descriptive materials : printed matter, visual displays, and 
other hard-copy infonnation designed to communicate what the 
new knowledge, product or practice is, how it can be used, and 
what benefits will accrue from use. 

* Instructional materials : the textbooks, workbooks, audiovisual 
sequences, and other items which make up the basic curriculun 
or content of the educational process (curriculum materials that 
are not central to the innovation are classified as support 
materialTy! 

* Support materials : printed matter, audiovisual aids, and other 
informational components that occupy a background or optional 
status; support materials include elements of an innovation's 
curriculum, management ». and implementation that are neither 
central to the innovation nor essential to its utilization. 

The capability of projects to produce such materials may be closely related, we 

suspect, to the general level of productivity in educational RiD. Thus, in a 

Teacher Corps program of minimum outreach effort we would not expect more than 

a third of all projects to (1) develop really innovative school improvement or 

educational personnel training programs or (2) need technical assistance to 

prepare dissemination materials. 

In arriving at the estimated annual cost that existing projects should 

allocate to the production and delivery of dissemination materials we assumed 

that an average budget for Teacher Corps projects in the fourth year would be 

$175,000 and in the fifth year $125,000; we took the average for the two years, 

$150,000, and calculated the minimum, medium, and maximum levels of expenditures 

by projects at four, six, and eight percent of the total for 132 projects. To 

arrive at a five-year projection of the costs of dissemination materials we 



noted (from Table 6} that only Programs 78, 79, 81, and 82 would have projects 
in their fourth and fifth years during 1982-1986. Using an annual average 
budget of $150,000, we again calculated the amounts to be allocated at four, 
six, and eight percent. 



No. of No. of Level of Outreach Support 
Projects -Projects Total No. 

Program in 4th in 5th of Project- Minimum Medium Maximum 

($6.000) ($9>000) ($12>000) 

$ 948,000 $ 1,422,000 $ 1,896,000 

636,000 954,000 1,272,000 

480,000 720,000 960,000 

240,000 36,000 480,000 



Cycle 


Year 


Year 


Years 


78 


79 


79 


158 


79 


53 


53 


106 


81 


40 


40 


80 


82 


40 




40 



r 
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7- Documentation and evaluation to provide data on evidence of effective- 
ness of products/practices for Review and Endorsement assessfnent process. 

Minimum : Local projects use IHE resources or those of nearby 
Teacher Corps projects with strong R&D capabilities^ 
TCDP assists as possible- 

Medium : Regional Networks coordinate collaboration among 

projects as necessary to facilitate Review and Network 
Endorsement processes. 

Maxirmim : Regional Networks provide training and technical assis- 
tance in documentation and evaluation; direct Network 
Endorsement process- ^ 

This component also involves the allocation of project funds> and as with 
the previous system components would vary considerably among individual projects 
because of differential funding. 

This components and even rsore so the following one on product validation^ 

provides a great deal of contention among our consultants and advisors. Advice 

for allocating Teacher Corps funds for product review^ endorsements and/or 

validation ranges from "nothing** to "whatever it takes-** We are always brought 

up short by the questions **What does Teacher Corps want its projects to do?** 

Without clear guidelines on expectations for outreach performance by projects 

we are not able to provide a precise answer to the question and others of the 

sort that it elicitss such as; 

*'Are all projects expected to produce products and practices that 
will have national significance?** 

"How fnuch scrutiny is *enough' in determining the effectiveness of 
an inservice teacher education program or similarly complex 
educational innovation?** 

Until such time as there are clear guidelines we have resorted to calculation 

of cost estimates that assume an average *'reasonable*' investment in program 

documentation and evaluation- With many projects eliminating the staff posi- 

tion of documentor/evaluatbr— our own notion is that many could benefit from 

adding writer-editors to project staff—the situation will remain unclear 

until guidelines are promulgated. 
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Project Documentation and 
Evaluation of Programs 



Annual costs calculated at 10, 15, 
and 20 percent of the average second 
and third year budgets of 132 projects; 
average annual budget estimated at 
$250,000; projections based on the 
number of projects In the second and 
third years of operation In 1982-1986 



Estimated Annual Costs 
(For 132 Projects) 

Minimum Medium Maximum 

$3,300,000 $4,950,000 $6,600,000 

Costs Projected Over Five Years 

(Allocated from project grant funds) 
$8,325,000 $12,487,500 $16,650,000 



If the Teacher Corps Is to become a program demonstrating "exemplary" 
school improvement and educational personnel development programs then it is 
absolutely Imperative that projects systematically collect, analyze, and act 
upon evaluative data to assess the effects of the^ir products and practices. 
There can be no plausible evidence of effectiveness if some measurements of 
change are not made against baseline data. Without any evidence of effec- 
tiveness no reasonably skeptical educator will seriously entertain the prospects 
of adopting an educational program. 

Our estimates of the costs of documentation and evaluation (discussed 
here as an outreach component although both are already incorporated in 
project budgets for program development and implementation) ^re based upon 
the assumption that at least ten percent of the developmental effort of a 
Teacher Corps project ought to be allocated for these functions to ensure 
adequate evidence of program effectiveness. We assume an average project 
budget, in tjie second and third development/training years, of $250,000. 
The estimates of 10, 15, and 20 pei=eeat of these annual budgets (for the 
minimum, mediun, and maximum levels), are based upon a minimum allocation 
of $20,000 for project staff salaries for doctimentatioh and evaluation and 
$5,000 for specialized assistance in evaluation. We judge that this amount 
will provide a minimally effective job of documentation and evaluation and 
that additional investment by projects will yield even better returns in 
the plausibility of claims of effectivene§s. 
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The five-year projections take into account the following factors: 





No. of 


No. of 




Level of Outreach Support 




Projects 


Projects 


Total No. 








Program 


in 2nd 


in 3rd 


of Project - 


Mi nimuin 


Medium 


Maximum 


Cycle 


Year 


Year* 


Years 


($25,000) 


f$37,500) 


($50,000) 


79 




53 


53 


$1,325,000 


$1,987,500 


$2,650,000 


81 


40 


40 


80 


2,000,000 


3,000,000 


4,000,000 


82 


40 


40 


80 


2,000,000 


3,000,000 


4,000,000 


83 


'40 


40 


80 


2,000,000 


3,000,000 


4,000,000 


84 


40 




40 


1,000,000 


1,500,000 


2,000,000 



8, Validation of evidence of effectiveness of products and practices 

^s prescreemng iFor review by Joint Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP) 

Minimum : TCDP' provides referrals for any projects needing 
assistance {ED Regional offices. Teacher Coi;^s 
projects with high R&D capabilities) v,. 

Medimn: Regional Networks facil itate validation process 
for regional projects; provide referrals; forward 
validated products to program office- 

Maximum : Regional Networks provide training and technical 

assistance in validation procedures; forward * 
I validated prodjjcts to program office. 

The amounts of project budget funds to be allocated that are suggested 
here, as with the previous -two components, will vary from project to project 
because of differential funding. But rather than just project average program 
calculations in estimating the investment to be made in product validation, we 
have tidied to estimate just how many Teacher Corps members are likely to seek 
JDRP's exemplary designation for the educational products they have devjeloped 
in their projects. 

The numbers may appear low to some readers; we base our judgment that 
Teacher Corps projects will not seek JDRP approval in large numbers on (1) 
past experience with the Teacher Corps program, (2) the information given us 
about project intentions by the Executive Secretaries of the former regional 
networks, and (3) the prediction by some observers that the JDRP itself may be 
radically altered or abolished in the reasonably near future. 



Validation of Evidence of 
Product /Practice Effectiveness 

Annual costs estimated on the basis 
of 10, 15, *and 25 percent of 26 
projects {approximately one-third of 
the Program 78) spending $2,000 for 
validation assistance; projections 
are based on the same proportion of 
projects in 5th year of operation " 
between 1982 and 1906 



Estimated Annual Costs 

Minimum Medium Max imam 

$ 6,000 $ 8,000 $ 14,000 

Costs Projected Over Five years 
{Allocated from project grant, funds) 

$ 12,0p0 $ 18,000 $ 32,000 
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Our interaction with Teacher Corps project personnel has led us to con- 
clude that> without external stimulus such as the peer pressure provided by 
the regional or special purpose group of projects^ very few of them are likely 
to submit evaluation data on their products or practices to the Joint Disseml- 
nation Review Panel (JDRP). It Is possible^ given future budget restrictions^ 
that more projects than has been the case up to now will come to recognize the 
potential for support of outreach activltes through the National Diffusion Net- 
work (NDN) and seek exemplary status for their innovations from the JDRP^ the 
criterion for NDN consideration. We doubts however^ If it would be a signifi- 
cantly larger proportion. Our projections of resources necessary to support 
validation^ therefore^ are based upon the following assumptions about how projects 
are likel^ to behave under varying circumstances of program outreach support. 

Minimum LeVel Medium Level ■ Maximum Level 



Very few projects would 
seek to have\ products/ 
practices validated; 
although t^e Teacher 
Corps Outreach Project 
(if established) could 
provide referrals for 
assistance with the pre- 
screenlng proceSss for 
JDRP subm1ssion\we doubt 
if more than 10 spercent 
of all projects would 
undertake the effort 



With some additional peer 
oressure for the assess- 
ment of product effective- 
ness (depending on the 
"strength" of regional 
network activity) we 
would expect that the: 
proportion of projBcts 
seeking validation could 
rise to 15 percent 



A strong system of 
regional networks 
would both stimulate 
projects to undertake 
validation and assist 
them In the process; 
we would expect that 
as. many as 25*percent 
of all projects would 
prepare JDRP submis- 
sions 



For both the estlr^ated annual costs and the five-year projections we assume that 
only one-third of the projects will ever have products and practices developed to 
the point where evi^dence of effectiveness could be reviewed by the JDRP. We esti- 
mate that the cost of technical assistance for product validation would average 
abouf $2>000. Thus> one-third of the seventy-nine Program 78 projects^ 26 might 
be 4^pected to have evaluation data that could be reviewed by the JDRP. If ten 

I ' 0*1 
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percent of the 26 (rounded up to 3) sought JDRP approval we would estimate 
an expenditure of project funds of $6,000 for prescreening assistance* In 
the five year period f982 to 1986 the numbers of projects In each program 
cycle In the fifth year Is as follows: 

Estimated Number of Submissions 



PrograiTi 
Cycle 


No. of 
Projects 
1n 5th 
Year 


One-third 
with Data 
Suitable 
for OORP 


Level of Outreach Support 
.Minimum Medium Maximum 
. flO%) fl5«) (25%) 


78 


79 


26 


3 


4 7 


79 


53 


18 


2 


3 5 


81 


■ 40 


13 


1 


2 . "4 








6 


9 ' 16 
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9, Presentations at local, state, regional, and national meetings of 

educational organizations And publication in professional journals, Q 
etc.* to spread information and facilitate exchange. 

Minimum : All projects allocate resources to make presentations 
to appropriate audiences; the most productive projects 

■ receive suT^nlemental funding for presentations and 

publ ication. 

Medium : Regional Networks promote participation by projects 
in regional meetings and collaborate with TCCP in 
making effective use of publication opportunities by 
Teacher Corps projects. 

. Maximum: Regional Networks conduct regional meetings in school 

improvement and educational personnel training programs; 
coordinate other regional and national project presenta- 
tions. 

The cost estimates and projections for the next two outreach system com- 
ponents are based upon proportions of the, amounts recommended for shifting 
among projects in the differential system of grant awards. Thus, we are again 
looking at the prescribed allocation of authorized program funds rather than 
additional support necessary to operate the outreach system. 

The presumption behind the ^diminution of amounts shifted among the pro- 
jects at the higher levels of outreach program support is that* as the support 
projects and regional networks become more efficient in improving the capabilities 
of all projects to develop and implement effective school improvement programs* 
there will be less need for additional grant support to support the technical 
assistance provided at the lowest level of outreach program support by the 
developer/demonstrator projects. 

The national impact of this compooent of the Teacher Corl^s dissemination 
system would, we judge, tJe enhanced considerably, particularly at the minimum 
level of support for outreach, if the most productive projects received sup- 
plemental funding for the costs incurred in travel, to professional organization 
meetings and for personnel resources invested m preparing articles, reports* 
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etc. , for publication in education journals. Table 6 makes clear that dif- 
ferential funding of projects, moreover, need not have any effect upon the 
overaU level of program funding if the reduction in funding level^ for 
low-lev^l producing adopter project^ is transferred to the more productive 
developer/demonstration projects. .^(The amounts suggested in the three levels 
decline as they go from the minimum to maximum because the regional network ' 
system would provide training and technical assistance in these activities 
and pick up some of the "slack.") 



Presentations at educational 
meetings and publication in 
education journals 

Estimates of annual costs 
based on average of 57 
projects using 25 percent 
of average amount of grant 
funds shifted among 176 
projects; five-year pro- 
jections follow same formula 
using data on projects and 
funding shifts from Table 6 



Estimated Annual Costs 

Minimum Medium Maximum 

(Program funds reallocated among 176 projects) 

$ 743,750 $ 601,250 $ 387,500 

Costs Projected Over Five Years 
{Program funds reallocated among all projects) 

$4,037,500 $3,285,000 $2,156,^50 



To project the resources to be allocated for this outreach component we 
have assured that approximately one- fourth of the amount shifted among projects 
through differential grant funding (Table 6 on page 29) would be utilized for 
presentations and publication activity. (The remaining three- fourths would be 
allocated for the three outreach system cor^ponents discussed next: dissemina- 
tion of innovations via established dissemination systems, operation of demon- 
stration centers, and providing technical assistance to adopters.) The cost 
data above simply represent 25 percent of the amounts recommended for shifting 
among projects. The arinual cost estimates are equal to one- fourth of the 
amounts to be shifted among 176 operating Teacher Corps projects in Fiscal 
year 1982. The 57 most productive projects would receive additional support 



to share information with other educators. The projectil^ns of costs 
over the next five years have been calculated in exactly ihe same w^y: 
this figure of $2,156,250 is equal to one-fourth of the sum^pf the amounts 
transferred among projects 1n the maximum level of outreach program support 
for the period 1982-1986. ■ \ 



' I 




\ 
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10. Dissemination of innovative materials through state or federally 
funded dissemination systems to stimulate exchange and choice 
activities. 

Minimum : All projects make use of ERIC and similar state 

information systems or networks; eligible projects 
seek funding from NDN. 

Medium : Regional Networks facilitate submissions by projects 
to dissemination systems and maintain linkage with 
state and regional agencies. 

Maximum : Regional Networks provide training and technical 
assistance in accessing various systems; provide 
linkage between projects and agencies. 

The data underlying the cost estimates for this outreach system Compo- 
nent were calculated in the same way as they were for the previous activity, 
presentations and publication. 



Dissemination Through Existing 

State and Federally Funded Estimated Annual Costs 

Dissemination Systems 

Minimum Medium ^Maximum 

Estimates of annuel costs (Program funds reallocated among 176 projects) 
based on average of 57 

projects using 5 percent $ 148,750 $ 120,250 $ 77,500 

of average amount of grant 

funds shifted among 176 Costs Projected Over Five Years 

projects; five-year pro- (Program funds reallocated among all projects) 
jections follow same formula . . 

for years 1982-1986 $ 808,250 $ 657,000 $ 431,250 



This outreach system component would also benefit from differential 
funding of Teacht^r Corps projects because those projects that were" the most 
productive would have the most to disseminate. The lower costss however, of 
utilizing existing dissemination systems (such as ERIC, NDN, RDx, or the state 
dissemination programs established by the NIE State Dissemination Grants 
Program} will not require extensive expenditures of either Teacher Corps pro- 
gram or project funds. The estimates for annual and five-year c^sXs above 
were determined in the same way as those for the preceding component (presen- 
tations and publication) except that we assumed that five percent of the total 
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amounts shifted among projects would be sufficient for this activity- 
Most of the expenditures anticipated for this component would be for 
project staff tinie to establish and maintain linkage with dissemination 
system personnel, prepare materials for submission, and so forth, (Costs 
of evaluation consultants to assist projects in prescreening evaluation 
data of products and practices to be submitted to the ODRP are subsumed 
under the outreach system component for validation, pages 65 to 67 above.) 
In the more optimal outr6ach system configurations, Teacher Corps projects 
would receive assistance in utilizing dissemination agencies from regional 
network staff personnel, 

Table 6 provides the amounts recommended for differential funding of 
projects according to their levels of educational R&D productivity and/or 
commitment to educational DfiU, The medium level annual cost estimate, 
$120,250, is equal to five percent of $2,405,000, the total amount to be 
shifted afrtong all Teacher Corps projects in Fiscal 1982. The $657,000 
five-year projection at the middle level of outreach support is equal to 
five percent of the total shift in Teacher Corps funds of $13,140,000 
over the years 1982-1986. 
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last Operation of demonstration programs (classrooms, inservice 
centers, etc*) to provide for exchange and to facilitate 
choice by potential adoptors. 

Minimum : All projects conduct some demonstration activi- 
ties; most productive products get supplemental 
funding from Teacher Corps program* 

Medium : Regional Networks coordinate collaboration among 
projects to maximize impact of demonstration 
activities by Teacher Corps projects in region. 

Maximum : Regional Networfts provide training and technical 
assistance to projects in establishing demonstra- 
tion programs; coordinate with NDN. 

Tt^ estimates of cost for the next two outreach system components, op- 
eration of demonstration programs and providing on-site technical assistance 
to adopters, have been calculated in terms of ranges of expenditures . Be- 
cause there Is such a wide variation in costs involved in operating demonstra- 
tion sites and providing technical assistance to adopters we have calculated 
cost estimates and projections using a range of 30 to 60 percent of the total 
fourth and fifth year budgets of Teacher Corps projects to accommodate the 
wide range of possibilities for each of the two outreach components. 



Operation of Demonstration Estimated Annual Costs (Fiscal 1983) 
Centers 

Minimum Medium Maximum 

Annual estimates based u^Jon (Program funds reallocated among lyd projects) 
the allocation of 30 to 60 

percent of 132 program 78 and $7,745,000--(ranglng up to)--$ll,490,00d 
79 budgets In fiscal year 

1983; five-year projections Costs Projected Over Five Years 
based upon same proportions " , (Project funds reallocated among all 4th and 
of all projects in fourth 5th year projects) 
and fifth years of opera- 
tion in 1983*1986 $18,877,500— (ranging up to)— $37,755,000 



The operation of demonstration sites is an important element of outreach 
for many if not most innovative educational programs. Providing potential 
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adopters with personal observation, training, or other experience with the 
operation of demonstration classrxjoms, teacher inservice centers, and the 
like very often facilitates the choice among alternative programs.. Me rec- 
ommend that all Teacher Corps projects, unless their products and practices 
simply do not lend themselves to observation, operate some sort of demonstra- 
tion service even if limited in avail abil ity only to educatPrs in the immediate 
region or state. 

In order to maxfmize the impact of the innovative products and practices 
developed by productive Teacher Corps projects, we recommend that a substantial 
proportion of their differential f(Jfi'dtr[g~be allocated if appropriate to the 
operation of large-scale demonstratfon facilities. Estimates of the annual 
five-year costs of Teacher Corps demonstration centers involve funds from 
the fourth and fifth year budgets of each project; the differential support 
of the more productive projects is already built into the system of separate 
funding for adopter and developer/demonstrator projects. The amounts indi- 
cated above suggest the total that might be invested in demonstration site 
operations; the data in Table 9 (next page) give a more complete pfcture of 
variation among projects. The data for fiscal year 1983 are presented 
primarily to give an example of what a given year might look like when there 
are projects in both the fourth and fifth yoars of operation. 

Th^ range of possibilities for a given project to spend on operating a 
demonstration center thus ranges from $22,500 for a fifth yeat low-productivity 
Program 78 project spending 30 percent of its annual budget in the minimum 
outreach support program configuration to $135,000 for a Program 79 project 
spending 60 percent of its fourth year budget in the minimum outreach program 
support situation. 
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TABLE 9, 



Range of Potential Expenditures from Teacher Corps Proiect Budgets for Operation 
of Demonstration Centers: Fiscal Year 1983, Percents .are of Aatounts Recomnended 
for Differential Funding In Table 6, 



Approximate Nun4>er 
of Prxijects at Each 
Level of Productivity^ 

Program I 

cycle* 



r 



76 



?6 



Low 



27 Hedlunt 
26 High 



Differential Budget Levels (In Thousands of Dollars) Fiscal Year 19B3 



AMOUOt 

Recmd, 



75 
\2S 
175 



Perceot 



30 



2Z.S 
37,5 
5?, 5 



SO 



'5,0 
75,0 
105,0 



Medium 



Anount 
Recmd, 



85 
1?5 
165 



Percent 



30 



?5,5 
37-5 
49,5 



GO 



51,0 
75,0 
99,0 



Maximum 



Amount 
Recmd, 



100 
125 
150 



Perceot 



30 



30>0 
37,5 
45>0 



GO 



G0,0 
75,0 
90-0 



79 



le Low 
17 Medium 
le High 



125 
17,5 
225 



37,5 
5?, 5 
67,5 



75-0 
105.0 
135,0 



135 
175 
?15 



40,5 
52,5 
G4,5 



ei,o 

105,0 
129,0 



150 
175 
200 



45,0 

52>5 
60.0 



T0TAL5 



$19JS0 



5,745 



1K490 



$19^150 



5,745 



11,490 



$19,150 



5*745 



90,0 
105>0 
120. 0 



1K490 



The five-year projections are simply equal to the ranges represented 
by calculating 30 and 60 percent of the total expenditures (from Table 5) 
for all fourth and fifth year projects during the period 1982-1986; . 



Program 
Cycle 



Fiscal Year (In thousands of dollars) 
1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 



78 
79 
81 
82 



13,825 9,875 

9,275 7,950 

8,000 6,000 

8,000 

13,fi25 19.150 - 7.950 — 8,000 14 000 



ERIC 



8,9 
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12. Providing on-site technical assistance to adopters in the implemen- 
tation of project-developed products and practices. 

Mi nimum : Eligible projects get HDN funding; other productive 
projects with strong D&U capabilities get supplerien- 
tary program funding. 

Medium : Regional Networks facilitate collaboration among 
adopter and demonstrator projects to improve the 
capabilities of all to assist adopters/adaptc-r5^. 

Maximum : Regiona-1 Networks conduct training and technical 
assistance for regional, projects to establish im- 
plejnentation service capability. 

As with the previous component the cost estimates for this outreach 

system activity have been calculated in terms of ranges of expenditures that 

could conceivably be involved in providing technical assistance to adopters. 



On-site technical assistance Estimated Annual Costs (Fiscal 1983) 
to adopters implementing pro- 
ducts and practices Mi nimum Medium Maximum 

(Program funds reallocated among 132 projects ) 

Annual estimates based upon 

the allocation of 30 to 60 $5,745,000— (rangi ng up to)— $11,490,000 
percent of 132 Program 78 

and 79'project budgets for Costs Projected Over Five Years 

1983; projections based upon (Project funds reallocated among at! 4th and 

same proportions in fourth 5th year projects) 
and fifth year budgets of 

all projects in 1982-1986 $18,877,500"(rangi ng up to)— $37,755,000 



The provisions of technical assistance in helping adopters adapt project- 
developed innovations is essential to ensure that products and practices will 
be disseminated successfully around the country* Because, however, we can ex-^ 
pect such a diverse range of products and practices, each requiring varying 
amounts of personal intervention by "credible" developer personnel providing as- 
sistance to adopters during the implementation phase, we have found it necessary 
to recommend a range of possible expenditures for this outreach system component. 
The calculations have been rnade in the same way as were the figures for the pre- 
vious component, operating demonstration sites, and are, consequently equivalent. 



13. tommercidl publication of effective project developed 
mdterfals; spread^ exchange^ and choice done by 
publisher; implementation contracted. 

Minimum : Any project with commercially attractive 

materials can get assistance from publishers; 
TCDP provides referrals as possible. 

Medium : Regional Networks facilitate interaction with 

projects and publishers; coordinate technicjal ^ . 
assistance between projects and TCDP. * | 

Maximum : Regional Networks provide linkage between 

projects and publication specialists; maintain 
coordination with other Teacher Corps regions. 

Perhaps the most effective educational dissemination system operating 

in the United States is the conmerical pub]ishing industry. Though Teacher 

Corps irfh'Ovrt'hms^ill likely be more in the realm of processes and practices 

I 

there will be some materials that may have commercial appeal and projects 
should be encouraged to seek such publication. 

— — Eeybnd the few instances of personal linkage service suggested above 



the costs of commercial publication are borne by the publishers and the 
Teacher Corps program will not need to allocate any funds for this effective 
means of outreach. 



TWO COMPOUNDING PROBLEMS 

There are two^ additional' situations In Teacher Corps that Increase the 
difficulty of formulating national program policy with regard to. outreach. 
Both are related to the recommended strategy of shifting program resources 
among projects to capitalize upon the strengths of projects with institutions 
of higher education (IHE) components that are strong In educational knowledge 
production and utilization (KPU). In this report we have referred to these 
projects as those with schools, colleges, or departments of education (SCDEs) 
that demonstrate high levels of educational research and development (R4D) 
and/or strong institutional commitment to service to local education agencies 
(LEAs) through various channels of educational knowledge dissemination and 
utilization (DaU). 

the problem of formulating general outreach policy for the Teacher Corps 

program Is compounded by these two situations: 

^ Almost one out of every six projects Is directed by an 
official of the LEA component; we do not consider the use 
of any Index of KPU strength for the SCDEs associated with 
these projects as a valid predictor of potential for con- 
tributing to the overall putreach effort of Teacher Corps. 

The geographic distribution of Teacher Cops projects with 
SCDEs that are strong In KPU is badly skewed; the projects 
that have IHE components with high levels of educational 
RaD/DiU capability are. concentrated in the northeast and 
are virtually absent In the southeast. 

LEA*Based Projects 

Table 10 indicates the number and regional distribution of Teacher 
Corps projects that have directors loccted in the LEA, We identified a 
project as LEA-based if the address of the project director listed in the 
Teacher Corps Directory for 1979-80 gave a LEA location,^ Whether or not 
these data are completely accurate with respect to the LEA or IHE affiliation 
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of the project director (we did telephone projects in instances where the 
directory address did not give a clear indication of either LEA or SCDE 
location) the fact remains that approximately one, director out of every six 
has no professional statue in the capabilities of the IHE component to provide 
educational O&U services to adopters beyond the local area.. In addition. 



TABLE 10. 

Teacher Corps Projects with Directors Located in Local. 
Education Agency (LEA) by Productivity of Institution of 
■ Higher Education (IHE) Jn Each Department of Education Region 
{See Appendix A for Complete List) 



Department 
of Education . 
Regions and 
Number of 
Teacher Corps 
Projects 


Number of LEA-Based 
Projects In Each Level 
Index of IHE Productivl 


and 

ty 




Percent 


High 


Medium 


Low 


Total 


of 
Total 


I 


10 


1 












1 


2 


20.0 


II 


U 










1 


1 




2 


U.3 


III 


15 






1 


1 


2 


1 


2 


7 


46.7 


IV 


20 


- 










1 




1 


5.0 


V 


22 


. 1 




1 










2 


.9.1 


VI 


17 










. 1 




1 


2 


11.8 


VII 


6 
















0 


* 0 


VIII 


7 






1 










1 


14.3' 


IX 


16 










1 


2 


2 


5 


31.3 


X 


5 




1 












1 


20.0 


Totals 


132 


2 


1 


3 


• 

1 


r 


5 


6 


23 


17.4 


Total Number and 
Percent in level 


6 


26.1 


6 '26.1 


11 47.8 


100. 0 



of the 23 LEA-based projects In the country, 11, nearly half, have IHE - 
components that are rated at the low end of the scale of educational RaD 
productivity. In our judgment (1) the lack of professional Incentive for 
LEA-based project directors to engage In school Improvement service activi- 
ties beyond the local LEA and (2) the fact that only one^quarter of the 
LEA-based projects have SCDE components with sufficiently high RaD producti- 
vity to be likely to be classified as developer/demonstrator projects makes 

the entire category of projects marginal as potential prospects for contrl- 

J 

buting to the national Teacher Corps outreach effort. 

I - " 

But conversely, as one of our reviewers pointed out, several of the 
LEA-based projects are directed by persons In the central offices of large 
city school districts (Boston, Baltimore, Dallas, New York, Philadelphia, 
Pittsburgh, St. Paul) and In state education department agencies (Alaska, 
Puerto Rico, and Guap) where the capabilities to perform educational D&U 
services In similar contexts might be just as good as or better than many 

IHEs. ' ' - . 

t .... 

We recommend then that Teacher Corps give careful scrutiny to the 

proposals for funding as developer/demonstrator projects that may come from 

....... ^ ^ 

LEA-based projects during the first three or four years of a program cycle. 

Though we have perceived that some LEA-based directors have little Interest 

In engag-fng In outreach once the objectives for local school Improvement 

have been accomplished, on balance we would suggest careful review of 

^ * / ■ " 
proposals on a case-by-case basis to assess the evl^nce of commitment, to 

effective outreach. - , , 

^ Geographic Dlstribution^of P^rojects . ' 

^ The second situation that we believe makes the fdrmul atloh of a 
national outreach policy more difficult for Tegcher CorpsMs the geographic 
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maldistrlbution of projects with IHEs with strong educational RSD and DiU 
capabilities. Figure 4 Indicates the locations of the Teacher Corps projects 
with SCDEs classified as high Rffl) producers in the 1977 Clark and Guba study 
(see also Table 4 on page 23). The concentration of the projects most likely 
to bec6fne developfer/demonstrator projects in Department of Education Regions 
II » IIU and particularly and the paucity of such projects In Region IV are 
particularly apparent. This situation makes the kind of coUabor^lve Interaction 
of developer/ demonstrator projects with adopter projects that we recommend dif- 
ficult indeed^ even with differential project grant funding and linkage support 
that would be provided by the Teacher Corps Diffusion Project (TCDP). 

One of our reviewers (who questioned whether or not the "market" for 
Teacher Corps project- produced teacher education materials was large enoug>) to . 
begin with to justify support of even our minimal outreach program recommenda* 

i 

tions) suggested that at tfie very least Teacher Corps .should concentrate its 
.resources to assist IHEs in the areas where they were most needed. This suggests 
that in 9 low. level program of support for outreach the TCDP might best be 
located in the southeastern part of the nation^ particularly in light of the 
distance between the current con^ntrations of potential developer/demonstrator 

i ■ ^ 

projects and likely adopter projects. A longer term means for "shortening" the . 

lines for project collaboration vfould be to fund projects with high RSD/DSU 

productivity 'SCDE components in the ED Region IV although, as presently plrojected, 

this would not occur before fiscal year 1982. The same reviewer^ however^ had 

i . ^ - . 

reservations about the effectiveness of single-focus-suppoht p-ojects^ such as 

the TCDR^ because of the lack of "ownership" in the activity that the reviewer 

judged to be characteristij: of the r&lations among colleagues providing coUabor- 

ative^assistance within the regional networks. \ 



FIGURE 4. Teacher Corps Projects With Hlqh Levels of Educational RSD Productivity- 
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SUMMARY ANO RECOMMENOATIONS 



The amounts of Teacher Corps program funds that go toward the Fourth 
Outcome, dissemination for adoption or adaptation, in the next year or five 
years will, of course, never be known with any degree of precision. If one 
were to add up the figures in Table II, the Sunmary of outreach cost estimates 
on page 87, the totals that apparently could be spent would Indeed be stag- 
gering. The sum of the five-year projections in the maximum outreach config- 
uration for funds to be allocated (set aside) and required to operate support 
projects and networks is approximately $140 million. However, the figures are 
not additive; it takes a bit more manipulation of the cost estimate data to 
arrive at a reasonable estimate of the total amounts of program funds that 
might be invested in outreach in the next five years. 

We can begin with some broad assumptions about the allocation of project 
operating funds and Teacher Corps options for funding outreach support project 
and networks and work toward some more realistic estimates. 



If we assume that : 

The total Ittnount of Teacher Corps 
project operating funds in the^ 
fifth year of a program cycle goes 
for outreach activities, ^demonstrd* 
tion, and dissemination... 



The total amount of Teacher Corps 
project operating funds in the 
fourth year of a program cycle goes 
for outreach (from our point of view 
the process of "institutionalization" 
is a form of dissemination-'"selling" 
elements of the Teacher corps project 
to other schools in the LEA and other 
departments of the IHE)... 



Then the "cost" of outreach includes : 

The grant awards for fifth year 
projects (see Table 5, page 27) will 
reach $9;875,000 in fiscal 1983, 
$7,950,000 in 1984, drop-off for 1985 
because there will be no projects in 
the fifth year, and then stabilize at 
$6 milllon annually in 1986 when the 
Program 81 projects reach year five. 

The grant awards for fourth year 
projects will total $13,825,000 in 
fiscal 1982, $9,275,000 in I983,V4nd 
then stabilize at $8 million in 1985; 
total fourth and fifth year project 
grant total s reach; 

1982 - $13,825,000 

1983 - 19,150,000 

1984 - 7,950,000 

1985 - 8,000,000 

1986 - 14,000,000 
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If we assume that : 

Amounts set-aside by project in the 
first, second, and third years to get 
ready for dissemination (evaluation, 
docwnentation, validation, etc.) and 
allocated for local Information out- 
reach (newsletters/media releases) 
are actually part of the overall 
dissemination effort* 



All of the other outreach activities 
and mechanisms summarized in Table 11 
that are to be paid for through the 
allocation of program or project 
funds (preparation of dissemination 
materials, presentations at profes- 
sional organfzatfon meetings, etc*) 
are accomplished during the fourth 
and fifth years of a project* 



The Teacher Corps CofnnunicatTons 
Project and the Teacher Corps Dif- 
fusion Project are established (at 
a cost of 51,670,000 annually in 
the minimum outreach support pro- 
gram) • • • 



A system of Regional Outreach Support 
Networks is established at a middle 
level of outreach support (with 
annual costs ranging from $3,034,000 
to $4,124,000)..- 



The Regional Outreach Support Net- 
work system Is operated at an optimal 
level of Teacher Corps Outreach pro- 
gram support averaging $4,390,000 
per year) ... 



Only fifth year projects can "really", 
engage in dissemination and a medlun 
level of outreach support is provided 
for the TCCP, TCOP, and regional net- 
work operations. 



Then the "cost" of outreach includes : 

The amounts that are ultimately set- 
aside (see Table 11, next page) for ' 
the preparation of local Information 
materials (ranging from $528,000 to 
$1,056,000 annually for 132 projects), 
documentation and evalution ($3.3 to 
$6.6 million), and validation of the 
evidence of effectiveness (from six to 
fourteen thousand dollars annually). 

The total fourth and fifth year project 
operating budgets (discussed on the 
previous page) and the amounts spent 
In years one to three (above) reaching 
totals of: 

1982 - $17,659,000 to $21,495,000 

1983 - 22,984,000 to 26,820,000 

1984 - 11,784,000 to 15,620,000 

1985 - 11,834,000 to 15,670,000 

1986 - 17,834,000 to 21,670,000 

The total expenditures for Teacher Corps 
outreach activities rise to: 

1982 - $19,329,000 to $23,165,000 

1983 - 24,654,000 to 28,490,000 

1984 - 13,454,000 to 17,290,000 

1985 - 13,504,000 to 17,340,000 

1986 - 19,504,000 to 23,340,000 

The total outreach costs rise to (as- 
suming an average annual network cost 
of $3,079,000): 

1982 - $22,408,000 to $26,244,000 

1983 - 27,733,000 to 31,569,000 

1984 - 16,533,000 to 20,369,000 

1985 - 16,583,000 to 20,419,000 

1986 - 22,583,000 to 26,419,000 

The total rlses-to: 

1982 - $26,798,000 to $30,834,000 

1983 - 32,123,000 to 35,959,000 

1984 - 20,923,000 to 24,759,000 

1985 - 20,973,000 to 24,809,000 

1986 - 27,973,000 to 30,809,000 

Fifth year project grants and support 
system projects and networks costs: 

1982 - $ 3,034,000 to $ 3,124,000 

1983 - 12,909,000 to 12,999,000 
^ 1984 - 10,984,000 to 11,074,000 

1985 - 3,034,000 to 3,124,000 

1986 - 9,034,000 to 9,124,000 
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Given the large number of varl^les and three levels of outreach 
Support It 1s eas^ to $ee how one can "massage" the data in man^ wd^s and 
come up with estimates for Teacher Corps outreach that range from the as- 
tronomic to sums that are virtually nothing above the fifth year project 
grant award totals intended to support the demonstration and dissemination 
year* We have deliberately expanded the scope of dissemination activity to 
include various project functions, such as documentation a ev^l ut1on» that 
are not ordinarily considered as part of an outreach effort. We have done 
this primarily to ensure that the program officials will have some idea of 



the scope of "costi''' involved in preparing for and conducting effective out- 
reach programs when they establish the outreach performance standards for 
Teacher Corps projects. A review of all of the recommendations made in this 
report arrayed against a sunmary of the costs, both *'set-aside" and "extra,*' 
may help define the policy options more precisely. 



Recommendations 

Differential funding of projects to 
estab-lish developer/demonstrator 
projects, regular/service projects^ 
and adopter projects to compensate 
for variability in the capabilities 
of projects to engage in effective 
educational knowledge production^ 
and utilization (KPU). 



Promulgation of dissemination per- 
formance standards fjor Teacher Corps 
projects to establish criteria for 
grant renewal applications at one of 
the three levels specified above; 
adopter^ regular/service^ or devel- 
oper/demonstrator projects. 



Resource Requirements 

Beginning in 1982> differential 
awards would be made to projects 
(see Table 6 > page 29,) that would 
shift from as little as $1,550,000 . 
to as much as $3>500>000 among the 
developer/demonstrator and adopter 
projects annually; in 1986> however^ 
project operating costs would exceed • 
$37.5 million and additional funds 
would be needed to support project 
operations and outreach support ^ 
mechanisms. 

Beginning with ttie grant renewal ap- 
plications for fiscal 1982> projects 
would be required to provide solid evi- 
dence of capabilities for educational 
KPU in order to qualify for funding as 
as a developer/demonstrator project 
(see pages 36-37). 
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R^conmendat Ions 

Establishment of a Teacher Corps 
Washington Outreach Unit to monitor 
oi^treach support projects and pro- 
vide liaison with Federal dissemi- 
nation systems. . 



Teacher Corps Program Specialists 
assist projects In making objective 
assessments of their potential for 
engaging In effective outreach and 
closely monitor the program office 
decisions about differential grant 
awards to be made to projects* 

Establishment of a Teacher Corps 
Coomunications Project through a 
competitive response to a RFP to 
provide program-wide information 
services (directory, archives, list 
of project-'developed products and 
practices, newsletter, etc.) and 
limited communication services to 
projects. 

Establishment of a Teache?!^ Corps 
Diffusion Project, also through 
competitive responses to a RFP, 
to provide training and technical 
assistance to projects In all phases 
of school improvement program 
planning, development, evaluation, 
adaptation, and dissemination. 



Establishment of Regional Outreach 
Support Networks through competitive 
responses. to an RFP to provide trairK 
Ing and technical assistance to the 
Teacher Corps projects In regions 
corresponding generally to the De- 
partment of Education regions. 



Allocation of project funds to pre- 
pare local information materials, 
newsletters, articles* media re- 
leases, etc. 



Resource Requirements 

There would be no additional program 
office operating funds required if 
qualified personnel were to be shifted 
between existing units or replaced 
with Department of Education staffing 
limitations (see pages 37-41), 

This activity falls within the scope 
of the project monitoring responsi- 
bility of the Program Specialists and 
would not require any additional pro- 
gram sDpport (see pages 42-43).} 



The estimates for operating the TCCP, 
with funds available in the balafjce 
between project operating costs and 
the anticipated appropriations for 
the program from Congress (at least 
until 1986), range from $210,000 to 
$390,000 annually (see pages 44-45). 



The estimates for operating the TCDP, 
also within anticipated funding levels 
for Teacher Corps through 1985, r^nge 
from $1,460,000 In the minimum level 
of outreach support downward to 
$860,000 in the maxirnum configuration 
when many of the TCDP functions would 
be performed hy the regional networks 
(see pages 46-47). 

Funding estimates were calculated only 
at the mediuTi and maximum levels of 
outreach support; when the cost of fret- 
works is added to the cost of the TCCP 
and TCDP the total exceeds the amount 
available within anticipated program 
funding levels (see Table 12 below),; 
costs range from $3,034,000 per year to 
$4,452,000 (see pages 48-56). 

Performance standards could establish 
guidelines for project performance in 
local communications and set-aside 
amounts would range from $528,000 to 
$1,056,000 each year (see pages 57-58). 
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ormienddtlons 



Allocation of project funds to 
prepare promotional, Instructional, 
and support materials. 



Allocation of project funds for , 
documentation and evaluation of 
product/practice effectiveness 
to provide data on program outcomes 
for review aff6 endorsement processes; 
provides data on evidence of effec- 
tiveness to establish credibility 
with potential adopters. 



Allocation of project funds to 
conduct validation of evidence 
of effectiveness of products a/id 
practices as prescreening for 
review by Joint Dissemination 
Review Panel (JDRP). 



Allocation of project funds to make 
presentations at local, state, and 
national meetings of educational 
organizations and publication in 
professional journals, etc.; 
channels for sharing Information 
about project-developed innovations 
with national audiences. 



Allocation of project funds for 
the dissemination of innovative 
materials through state or federally 
\funded dissemination systems. 



Resource Requirements 

While there would be considerable 
variation in the requirements for 
these sorts of dissemination mate- 
rials, Teacher Corps outreach per- 
formance standards could prescribe 
minimum requirements; set-asides 
(from fourth and fifth year budgets 
of projects) would range from $792,000 
to $1,188,000 annually (see pages 59- 
61). 

Although doc umeftit action and evaluation 
are normally considered part of the 
program development function, their . 
importance to outreach makes them. 
In our estimate, a part of the per- 
formance standards requirements; cost 
estimates (from second and third year 
budgets of projects) for staff salaries 
and technical assistance range from 
$3,300,000 to $6,600,000 per year 
(see pages 62-^64). 

because there have been so few Teachtfr^ 
Corps products submitted to the JDRP 
we have estimated a low level of need 
to utilize fifth year project funds 
for validation; the annual cost esti- 
mates rang6 from $6,000 to $14,000 
(see pages 65-67). 

Outreach performance standards could 
provide projects with guidelines on 
the Importance of sharing information 
and setting aside part of the funds 
shifted among projects; estimates 
range from $743,750 down to $387,500 
(decline Is due to reduction In level 
of differential funding shifts at 
higher levels of outreach program 
support) each year (see pages 68-70). 

As with the exponent above projects 
would be expected to set aside funds 
to make use of available outreach 
agencies rangiog from $148,750 and 
declining (as above) to $77,500 (see 
pages 71-72). 
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Recommendations 

Allocation of project fi/nds to 
operate demonstration, programs 
^(classrooms, inservice centers? 
etc..) to provide for exchange of 
information and to facilitate 
choice by potential adopters. 



Allocation of project resources 
tp provide on-site technical as- 
sistance to adopters in the imple- 
mentation of project-developed 
products and practices* 

Project utilization of commercial 
publishing firms for project- 
developed materials that have the 
necessary market appeal qualities* 

Careful case-by-case scrutiny of 
the applications for developer/ 
demonstrator grant funding by 
LEA-based Teacher Corps projects. 



^ Resource Requirements 

While there Will be great variation 
among projects in their" needs to set 
up demonstration facilitates the 
annual cost estimates were calculated 
on the basis of 30 to 60 percent of" 
the total amounts of fourth and fifth 
year operating budgets and range from 
$7,745,000 to $11,490,000 each year 
(see pages 73-75). 

The cost estimate^ for this component 
were determined in the sa^ way as 
the one above and are equivalent* 
$7,745,000 to $11,490,000 annually 
(see pages 76-77). 

There would be no Teacher Cor|)s funds 
required for distribution of project- 
developed materials through commercial 
publishing nouses (see page 70). 

This activity represents "tf^ormal pro- 
gram staff function in making determi^ 
nations for differential grant awards 
and involves no special cost require- 
ments (see pages 79-81). 



Consideration of limiting eligibility Again, this activity is a normal 
for proposals for establishing and Teacher Corps program staff function 
operating the Teacher Corps Diffusion and would involve no additional costs 
Project to educational agencies that (see pages 81-83). 
were located in the southeastern. part 
of the U.S. where there is at present 
only one Teacher Corp project that 
would likely be eligible f o ^ support 
as a developer/demonstrator project. 

In the final analysis--to be made by the Teacher Corps Washiilglton program 

office — the options we have discussed come down to three basic policy decisions 

^ Whether or not to establish a system of differential 
funding among projects to put additional resources at 
the disposal of projects most likely to develop effective 
programs and seek to disseminate them to national 
audiences; - 

Whether or not to establish outreach performance standards 
for Teacher Corps projects that prescribe the allocation of 
project operating funds for specified outreach activities 
throughout the life of the project; and 



Whether or not to^ utilize available program funds 
(or seek additional appropriations) to estabillsh 
outreach support projects, the TCCP, the TCDP, and 
regional networks* 

Table 12, next page, provides a comparison of the estimated costs of oper- 

ating the outreach support system mechanisms with estimates of available 

program funds for fiscal years 1982-1985: 

^ The estimated costs for establishing and operating 
the two support projects, the TCCP^and the TCDP, 
are from TaMe 11* 

. r : ^ 

^ The costs of operating the regional networks are from 
the summary of calculations for each year from page 55* 

The estimates of funds available for program support 
services are from Table 5 (page 27)* 

Project operating requlremerts 1n*^1986 exceed the 
$37*5 million level of funding asslimed In all previous 
cal cul ations* 

Though there are obviously shortfalls between the amounts suggested for opera 
ting the outreach mechanisms (for example, $639^000 In the medium level of 

1 

'outreach support in fiscal year 1982) and the amounts anticipated as being 
available In each year^ we do not think that the amounts are really unmanage- 
able* It can also be seen that. In each year, the minimum outreach system 
configuration would leave some money available for support of some form of 
information sharing or networking activities* If the Teacher Corps program 
office should decloe to invest program resources in outreach support projects 
and some system of regional networks then it becomes a. problem of finding 
sufficient funds from within the amounts |ppropr1atecf or of obtaining addi- 
tional funding* The policy question to be answered is whether or not the 
effects on project outreach capabilities that can be anticipated from such 
support mechanisms justify the amount of program resources Invested iij them* 
We think that In this report we have established that (1) many Teacher Corps 



projects have A real need for training and technlcaV assistance in even some 

, ' . . ^ ^ . . . " ■ ' ' ^ ^ \ 

of the most baElic aspects of erfucatlonaT'outreach, there are projects 

*- * - ^ * * 

.wittt the capabilities ^nd commitment to educational DiU that cojid provide 
such assistance to the projects withjess capabljity, iRd (3) It will"lake 

■ • ■ TABLE. 12, 

■ V- V , 

Comparison of Costs of Operating Teacher Corps OBtreach 

• Support Projects and Networks with Estimates of , i 

Available Program Funding Levels* 1992-1985. * . * - * 



f 


Levels of Dutreach Program Support 


Minimum- Hedtum' / Maximum 


FISCAL VtAR 1982 


i 1,67D*D0D 2*05D»D0D 1,250*000 
4»014»0q0 5»762*000 
5 »425 ♦ODD 5 ^425 ♦OOO 5 ,424 ♦ODO ; 


Cost of operating TCCf and TCDP 
Cost of operating regional networks 
Amount of program funds available 


Difference between ^o^f^/available^fund^ 


3 J55 ♦OOO ( 639 ,000) (1 ,588 ,000 ) 


FISCAL YEAR 1983 


l;67O,OO0 2,050,000 1*250,000 
^ 4,946,000 7JO2t000 
3*350 ,no6 3,350*000 3,350*000 


Cost of operating TCCP and TCDP 
Cost of operating regional networks 
Amount of program funds available 


Difference between costs/available funds 


1*680,000 , (3;649*0OO} (3,877,000) 


FISCAL YEAR 1984 


1^,670*000 2*050*000 1 *250*000 
" 4*036,000 5*795*000 
4 *550 *000 4 ,550 ,000 4 *550 ,000 


Cost of operating TCCP^and TCDP " 
Cost of operating regional networks 
Amount 0f program funds available 


¥ 

""Difference between costs/available funds 


2*880,000 p *536*000) ' (2*495,000) 






FISCAL YEAR 1985 


1 *670,000 2*050*000 1 ^50*000 

3*734*000 5,360*000 ^ 
4*500,000 4*500*000 4,500,000 


Costs of operating TCCP and TCDP 
Cost of operating regional networks 
Amount of program funds available . 


Difference between costs/available funds 


2*330.000 > (1*284,000) (2,110,000 


i_ ; 



some system of managefnent tq coordinate such Interaction among projects. 
We recotmiend that the Teacher Corps program officials give careful attention 
to the cost-benefit potential of a comprehensive outreach system such as , ^ 
that envisioned In our maximum outreach support configuration in comparison 
to the%are-bones' model that Is represented In the minimum level program. 
The attainment of the goals specified In the underlying premises (p9ges 30 
and 31) of our analyses will require the allocation of Teacher Corps resources 
somewhere within the scope of the alternatives we have developed In this 
report. 

Final Com ments 1 
: 

Earlier in this report we raised a spector in the form of some "dire 
predictions" of what might be expected In the way of Teacher" Corps outreach 
achievement If projects were to be left without any form of stimulation or 
external support for demonstration and dissemination. We hypothesized an 
approximately even three-way split among projects in terms of potential 
capability for developing and Implementing effective programs of school 
Improvement and educational personnel development. We foresaw about a third 
of all projects able to develop and disseminate effective programs* about a 
third capable of serving their local communities adequately, and another 
third lacking In the capabilities for both effective program development and 
outreach. We were not optimistic, however* that many of even th9 most highly 
capable projects would rise to the challenge of dissemination without some, 
^ form of external stimulation and additional, resources. 

^ 

We did not follow the advice of a few of,-pur advisors/reviewers that we 
should recommend some really severe means for improving the overall capability 
of the Teacher^orps to achieve Its demonstration/dissemination mandate. One 
person suggested that we devise some form of administrative sorting of project^ 
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into categorfes of potentfal for effective putreach based upon the battle- 
field medical practice of triage in which priorities are established to 
determine who ts to survive and who is to go untreate'^. That seemed un- 
reasonable to us but we did build upon the notion of differential treatment 
in constructing the system of variable grant awards for developer/ demonstrator 
projects, regular/service projects, and adopter projects. Our assumptions 
that about one-third of all Teacher Corps projects fall into each of these 
categories, given the evidence we have examined, seem reasonable, but they may 
also be wroi|9* 

It may just turn out that only ten or twenty percent of the Teacher 
Corps projects would be willing to undertake the kind of comprehensive edu- 
cational R4D and D4U efforts that we defined as sufficient for funding as a 
developer/demonstrator project* On the other hand, half or more of the 
projects might present subst^lRtial evidence of corimitment td wide-ranging 
dissemination efforts. In either case the formulas we have devised for dif- 
ferential funding would have to be altered to accompl ish, equitable funding 
of projects within the guidelines for variable grant awards. 

Whichever way the system of differential grants awards for Teacher Corps 
projects develops (or does not develop) one problem remains that we have not 
addressed in any detail in this paper; what means are there to support cpntinued 
outreach by the really exceptional projects that cannot afford to operate demon- 
stration centers or provide technical assistance to adopters after their grants 
have run out? We suggest^ that the Teacher Corps Outreach Unit devote attention 
early-on to a couple of possibilities (In addition to funding through the 
National Diffusion Network. These are: 
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> 

Working wtt^in the OERI dissemination structure to seek 
means to establish a program, similar to the Technical 
Assistance BaSe project that provided training for NDN 
developer/demonstrator projects, that would provide as- 
sistance to IHEs and LEAs engaged in collaborative efforts 
to implement school improvement and/or educational per- 
sonnel development programs; 

Establish a cadre of technical assistance specialists who 
could work through the TCDP to help Teacher Corps projects 
and other educational agencies on an at-cost basis* 

However the problem is solved, it is important that it be addressed so that 

the truly exceptional products and practices are not lost to the educational 

community* Outreach support services for Teacher Corps projects, it seems 

clear to us, are the right program support service at the right time . 
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APPENDIX A 



TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
REGIONS AND STATES 



TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 

AND iTATES 

(Asterisk— *--1rKlicates projects 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 

REGION U Boston, MA 


.LOCATION 
OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


LOW 


KPU Centers 


Other Outstanding 


KPU Actives 


Unusual Producers 


Middle Range 


0) 
Ui 
C 
(13 

^ 


Non Producers 


I HE 


LEA 


Lonnec^icut {d) 

University of Connecticut* 
Windham Public Schools 

University of Hartford 
Hartford Public Schools 


X 
X 






, X 






X 






Maine (1) 

University of Maine at Orono 
Old Town School System 


X 








: 


' 


X 






Massachusetts (4) 

Boston State College 
Boston Public Schools 

Lesley College 
Lowell Public Schools 

Northeastern University 
. Boston Publ ic Schools 

University of Massachusetts at 

Amherst 
Worcester Public Schools 


X 
X 


X 
X 












X 


: X 
i X 


New Hampshire (1) 

Keene State College 
Fall Mountain Regional School 
District 


X 
















: X 


Rhode Island (1) 

Rhode Island College 
Pawtucket School Department 


X 












: X 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 

AND STATES 

(Asterisk— *— indicates projects 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 

REGION I (continued) 


LOCATION 

OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY 


HIGH - 


MIDDLE 


LOW 


KPU Centers ' 


other Outstanding 


m Actives 


Unusual Producers 


Middle Range 


Low Range 


Non Producers 


I HE 


LEA 


Vprmont { t\ 

University of Vermont 
Montpelier Public Schools 


X 






■ 


L 


X. 








- REGIONAL TOTALS (10) 


8 


Z 


1 i 


1 




1. 


3 


1 


: 3 


i 





















* 



* 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 

AND STATES 

(A-+er1sk— *--1nd1cates projects 
t.^c contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work ) 

REGION II, New York, NY 



LOCATION 

OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 



I HE 



LEA 



INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY 



HIGH 



01 



01 

<_> 



D- 



MIDDLE 



o 

D- 



LOW 



01 



01 

u 



o 



New Jersey (3) 

Kean College of New Jersey 
Passaic Public Schools 

Rutgers University Graduate 
School of Education* 

New Jersey State Department 
of Education 

Trenton State College* 
Trenton Public Schools 



New York (9) 

Bank Street College of Education 
District 2 Manhattan Public 
Schools 

City College of New York* 
Office of Bilingual Education 
and Comnunity School District 7 

Fordhara University* 
Comnunity School District #10 

Hofstra University* 

Westbury Unified School District 

Hunter College 

Community School District #4 

Nazareth College 

Rochester City School District 

New York University 
School District 13 

Queens College 

Community School District #5 

State University College at 

Buffalo N 
Buffalo Public Schools 



X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 



ERIC 



TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 


LOCATION 


INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY 


OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


LOM 


OEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 




: 

* c 




1- 








ANp STATES 








* *^ 

* ^ 
: c 




u 








(Aster1sk"*"ind1cates projects 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 






i Centers 


* i/i 

* o 
1- 

41 


i Actives 


jsual Prod 


Idle Range 


1 Range 


1 Producer 


REGION II (continued) 
■ 




LEA 


& 


o 


* Op 






6 
_j 


; o 


Puerto Rico (1) 




















University of Puerto Rico 
Department of Instruction. 




X 












X 




Virgin Islands (1) 




















Lo 1 1 egc or 1 ne v i rg i n is lanos 
Virgin Islands Department of 
Education 


X 
















: X 


REGIONAL TOTALS (14) 


12 


2 


1 : 


2 


2 


1 i 


4 


2 


: 2 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 


LOCATION 


INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY 


OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


HIGH' 


MIDDLE 


LOW 


DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 
















■ AND STATES 

(Aster1sk--*"1nd1cates projects 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 






) Centers 


ler Outstandi 1 


J Actives 


jsual Produce! 


c 

& 


f Range 


1 Producers 


REGION III» Philadelphia^ PA 


TUP 


1 FA 
LCn 


■ 


O ; 




c 

: 




6 


o 


Delaware (1) 




















Cheyney State College 

New Castle County School District 




X 












X 




District of Columbia (1) 





















Howard University* 
Washington DX. Public Schools 


X ■ 
















X 


Maryland (2) 




















University of Maryland 
Charles County Public Schools 


\ 




X • 














University, of Maryland Baltimore 
County 

Baltiincire City Public Sthool 
System 




X 










X 






Pennsylvania (6) 




















Beaver College 

School District of Philadelphia 




X 














i ^ 


Lehigh University 
Allentown School District 


X 












X 






Pennsylvania State University 
Keystone Central School District 


X 




X ; 














Temple University 

School District of Philadelphia 


X 




X 














University of Pittsburgh 
School District of Pittsburgh 




X 






X 










Villanova University* 
Interboro School District 




X 








X 


* — J 


: 





TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 


LOCATION 

OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


LOW 
















• AND STATES 








: c 




^ * 








(Aster1r.k"*--1nd1cates projects 








: c 
: 5 


; ^ 


; 


0! 
9) 
C 




u 


that contributed usable data to 






• 


: £1 


; > 


^ : 


<D 
QC 


^ : 


¥ 


Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 






S: 


= 8 




* 

D * 


0! 


c : 

£ i 


E 


REGION III (continued) 


IHE 


LEA 




Othe 




C * 

3 : 




si 


c 

o 


Virginia (4) 




















Norfolk State College 
















X ' 




Norfolk Public Schools 


X . 


















jrinixy uoi lege 




X 














X 


Arlingtoiv Public Schools 




















Virginia Polytechnic Institute 


X 








X 










and State University 




















Mise County Schools 




















Virginia State University 


X 
















i X 


Surry County Public Schools 




















West Virginia (1) 




















West Virginia Univeristy* 














X 






Kanawha County Schools 




X 
















REGIONAL TOTALS (15) 


8 


7 


3 i 




2 


1 : 


3 


2 


\ 4 


















4? 





1 1 



TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 


LOCATION 


INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY 


OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


LOW 


DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 




* ^ 




t- 








AND STATES 

(Asterisk— *— Indicates projects 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 






J Centers 


ler Outstandii 


J Actives 


isual Produce! 


Idle Range 


i Range 


1 Producers 


REGION IVt Atlanta. Georgia 


I HE 


LEA 




o 


o. 






S 
_) 


: o 


Alabama (4) 




















Auburn University at Montgomery* 
Montgomery Public Schools 


X 


















Miles College 
Jefferson County Board of 
Education 


X 
















i X 


un 1 vers 1 ty or nontev^^ 1 1 o 
Talladega County Board of 
Education 


X 
















! X 


University of South Alabama* 
Mobile County Public School 
System 


X 














X 




Florida {3) 




















Florida International University 
Dade County Public Schools 


Y 

A 














X 




University of North Florida* 
Saint Johns County School 
District 




X 












X 




University of West Florida* 
Okaloosa County Schools 


X 














X 




Georqia (2) 




















At lanta um vers i ty 
AtUnta PubJIc Schools 


X 






X ^ 












West Georgia College 
Carroll County School System 


X 














X 




Kentucky (2) 




















Murray State University* 
Henry County Public Schools 


X 














X ; 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 


LOCATION 


INOEX OF IHE PROOUCTIVITY 


OF 
PROJECT 
01 RECTOR i 


HIGH 


MIOOLE 


LOW 


OEPARTMENT OF EOUCATION REGIONS 
















ANO STATES 








: c 

: ^ 
* c 




u 








(Asterisk"*"1ndicates projects 
that Contributed \Jsab1e data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 






Centers 


>r Outstc 


Actives 


;ua1 Pro< 


Jle Ran9< 


Range 


Produce 1 


Rf f^TON TV ^rnnti niiarl^ 
nLUlUM i V ^Cufi 1 1 nUcy ^ 


IHE 


LEA 




o 




C 






i 1 


Western Kentucky University 
Jefferson County Schools 


X 
















r 


Mississippi (3) 


* 
















r 


Jackson State University 
Jackson Municipal School System 


X 














X 




Mississippi Valley State 

University* 
nuiTipnreys Louni^y ^cnoo i ui s tr >ct^^ 

University of Southern . ^ 

I M bb r bb T PPT * 

South Pike County School District 


X 

\ 

Y 












X 






North Carolina iZ) 




















University of North Carolina 
a I ureensDoro 


X 














X 




University of North Carolina 

at n i llTil n^^un 

Pender County School System 


X 










i 




.X 




South Carolina (2) 




















ridncrb Hd non lo 1 1 ege 
Lee County Schools 


Y 

A 
















i X 


University of South Carolina 


X 












X 






• 

Tennessee (2) 




















Austin Peay State Ufriversity 
Clarksville-Montgoinery School 
System 


X 












i X 






Memphis State University* 
Memphis City Schools 


X 












i X 






REGIONAL TOTALS (20) 


19 


1 




1 






: 5 


10 ; 


4 



ERIC 



121 



TEACHER COR*PS PROJECTS BY 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 

ANp STATES 

(Asterisk--*--1nd1cates projects 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 

REGION V, Chicago, Illinois ' 


LOCATION 

OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


LOW 


KPU Centers 


Other Outstanding 


KPU- Actives 


Unusual Producers 


Middle Range 


Low Range 


Non Producers 


I HE 


LEA, 


Illinois (6) 

Chicggo State University 
Posen-Robbins School District 

Governors State University 
West Harvey School District 47 

Illinois State University 
Joliet Township High School 
District 204 

Northeastern Illinois Urfiversity 
Chicago Board of Education 
District 9 . ^ 

Roosevelt University* 
. Chicago Public Schools 

Southern Illinois Oniversity* 
Cahokia Unit School District 
#187 


X, 
X 

X 
X 
X 


Y 
A 

A 






X 
X 

X 


X : 




' X 
X 


■ 

: - 


Indiana (2) 

Indiana university 
Indiana Girl ^s School 

Indiana University 
. Indianapolis Public Schools 


X 
X 




X ; 

X ; 












: 


Michigan 13) 




















Michigan State University* 


X 


















Lansing School District' 






■X : 














Oakland University* 




r 


































Farmlngton Public Schools 


X 
















Western Michigan University - 










^ X 










Battle Creek Public School 


X 




































/ 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 

AND STATES 

(Asterisk— *"1nd1eates projects . 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 

REGION V (continued) 


LOCATION 

OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY 


HIGH . 


MIDDLE 


LOW 


KPU Centers 


Other Outstanding 


KPU Actives 


Unusual Producers 


c 

"O 
"O 


t 

: cr> 

; C 

£ 
_i 


Non Producers 


I HE 


LEA 


Minnesota (1) 

University of Minnesota 
■ Saint Paul Public Schools 




X 


X 














^ 

Ohio (7) 

Ashland College 
Lorain City Schools 

Baldwin-Wallace College 
Cleveland Public School District 

Kent State University 
Akron Public Schools 

Ohio State University* 
South-Western City School 
District 

Universitj? of Toledo 
Springfield Local Schools 

^.Wright State University 
Trotwood-Madison City School 
District 

■ Youngstown State University 
Youngstown Public Schools " 


X X X X X X X 




X \ 




X 
y 

A 




X 


■ X 

X 

X 




Wisconsin (3) 

University of ilisconsin at 
Majltson 

Menominee Indian School District 

uni vers 1 hi bcons in a^ 
Oshkosh*^. 

Ror 1 S n AroA Pi ih 1 1 ^ ^^Vinn1 ^ 

University* of Wisconsin at 

^Superior 
Hayward Conmunity Schools 


X 
X 
X 




X i 








. X 


X . 




REGIONAL TOTALS (22) 


20 


2 


6 






1 


: 3 


6: 





123 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 


LOCATION 


INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVifY 


OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


LOW 


DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 








1^ : 








AND STATES 

(Asterisk"*--indicates projects 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 






Centers 


ir Outstandii 


Actives 


iual Produce! 


Jle Range 


Range 


Producers 














3 " 




% '■ 
o • 


c 
o 


REGION VI, Dallas. Texas 


I HE 


LEA 




o : 


& 


C . 


<^ 


_J 




Arkansas [1 ) 




















University of Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 

Pine Bluff Public School District 


Y 

A 












X 






Louisiana (3) 




















Grambling State University* 
Natchitoches Parish School System 


X 
















' X 


Southern University 
Iberville Parish School Board 


X 














X 




university ut new ut icarid 

New Orleans Public Schools 


X 












X 






New Mexico (1 ) 




















University of New Mexico 

Chama Vall^ School District 19 


X 








X 










Oklahoma (2) 




















Central State University 
Oklahoma City Public Schools 


X 
















V 


Oklahoma State University 
Shawnee Public Schools 


X 






X : 












Texas (10) 




















Laredo State University 
Laredo Independent School 
District 


X 
















X 


^ Prairie View A&M University 
waller inaepencient ocnooi 
District 


X 
















X 


North Texas State University 
Dallas Independent School 
District 




X 










i ^ 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 


LOCATION 


INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY 


OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


LOW 


DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 
















■ AND STATES 

(Aster-isk--*--1nd1cates projects 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 

REGION VI (continued) 


ITIE 


LEA 


'KPU Centers 


Other Outstahdii 


KPU Actives 


Unusual Producei 


Middle Range 


Low Range 


Non Producers 


Saint Edwards University, Inc. 
Ben Bo1t/Pa1ito Blanco 

Independent School District 


X 
















! X 


Texas Christian University 
Fort Worth Independent School 
^District ^ 


X" 














X 




Texas Southern University 
North Forest Independent School 
, District 


X 














X 




Texas Tech University* 
Lubbock Independent School 
Oistrict 


• X 












X 






Trinity University 
Edgewood Independent School 
District 




X 














i X 


un iversi ty or npuston'^ 
Houston Independent School 
District 


X 












X 






University of Texas at El Paso 
Canutillo Independent School 
Di strict 


X 












X 






REGIONAL TOTALS (17) 


15 


2 




1 ' 


1 




6 


3 




L 

"1 
! 
















** 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 

AND STATES 

' tAsterlsk— *--1rKlicates projects 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 

REGION VII, Kansas City, Missouri 


LOCATION 

OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY ' 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


LOM 


KPU Centers 


Other Outstanding 


KPU Actives 


Unusual Producers 


Middle Range 


Low Range . 


Non Producers 


I HE 


LEA 


Iowa (1) 

urdKe un i verb i ty 

Des Moines Independent Conmunity 
School District 


X 












V 

; A 






Kansas (1) 

University of Kansas 
Unified School District tt^O^ 


X 






X 












Missouri (2) 
Avlla College 

Kansas City Public Schools 

Safnt Louis University* 
Sajnt Louis Public Schools 


X 
X 














X 




Nebraska iZ) 

University of Nebraska at Lincoln 

I1r\^n1r\ DiiK1^^ C^hmnl c 

L 1 ncu 1 n ruui ic jcriuuib 

University of Nebraska at Omaha 
i3maha Public Schools 


X 
X 






x; 








X 




REGIONAL TOTALS (6) 


6 






Z 






1 


Z 


: 1 
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TEAC^IER CORPS PROJECTS BY 


LOCATION 


INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY, 


OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


LOW 


DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 








tn 








AND STATES 

(Asteri5k"***indicdtes projects 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 

REGION VIII, Denver, CO 


I HE 


LEA 


KPU Centers 


Other Outstandii 


KPU Actives 


Unusual Producei 


Middle Range 


Low Range 


Non Producers 


Colorado (1) 

Colorado State University* 
Fort Lupton Public Schools 


X 












: X 






Montana (2) 

* Eastern Montana College 
Lame Deer Public Schools 

University of Montana , , 
Browning Pubnc Schools 
District B 


X 


> 

X 






X 








i X 


North Dakota (1) 

Turtle Mountain Conmunity Schools 


X 








X 










South Dakota (1) 

Black Hills State College* 
L1 1 e viounQ ^cfioo i 


X 
















: X 


Utah (1) 

Weber State College 
Utah State University & 
Ogden School District 


X 








X 






(X) 




Wyoming (1) 

University of Wyoming 
Arapahoe School District #38 


X.. 












X 






REGIONAL TOTALS (7) 


6 


1 






3 




: 2 




2 



^ ' ^ ■ 1.1 

&Two universities sharing IHE function; project director is located 
at Weber State College; Utah State is counted for productivity of SCDE. 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 


LDCATIDN 


INOEX OF IHE PROOUCTIVITY 


DF 
PRDJECT 
DIRECTDR 


HIGH 


MIOOLE 


LOW 


OEPARTMENT OF EOUCATION REGIONS 
















ANO STATES 








; C 
; C 




=3 * 






: *^ 


(Asterisk--*— Indicajtes projects 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 






t Centers 


ler Outsti 


J Actives 


jsual Pro< 


Idle Range 


i Range 


1 Producei 


RFGIDN TX.Snn Franriiiro ril 


int 




^ : 


o 


• a. 


c : 

=3 ; 




S 
_i 


: o 


Arizona (2) 




















Arizona State University 


X 






X 












Northern Arizona University* 
Leupp Boarding School 

r\Q 1 UC DUqiU I iVj ^LMUU 1 


X 












X 






California (10) 




















\jQ I 1 Turn iQ ox^dx^c LhU 1 icyc 

at Stanislaus 
Stockton Unified School District 




X 












X 




at San Bernardino 
Redlands Unified School Oistrict 


X 














X 




Pa1 S fn^nS a ^tAtP Pni 1pnp 

at Hayward 
New Haven Unified School District 


V 

A 




\ 








X 






PaI "i f nrni A ^tA tp lini vpr^ii+v 

at Sacramento 
San Juan Unified School District 




X 










V 
A 






Dominican College* 
Vallejo City Unified School 
District 




X 














: X 


Laverne University 

Rowland Unified School District 




X 












X 




San Diego State University 

San Diego Unified School District 


X 






X 












San Francisco State University 
Berkeley Unified School District 


X 








i X 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 

AND STATES 

CAster1sk"*-*1ndicates projects 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 

REGION IX (Continued) 


LOCATION 

OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


LOW 


KPU Centers 


Other Outstanding 


KPU Actives 


Unusual Producers 


Middle Range 


Low Range 


Non Producers 


I HE 


LEA 


Stanford University 

San Jose Unified School District 

University of California 
at Berkeley 

HaL^lanjJ 1ln4^4A/4 C>»I^aa1 flic ^ v*^ ¥ 

uaKianci unitiea bcnooi uistnct 


X 




X ■ 

X j 














Hawaii (1) 

University of Hawaii* 
nawa 1 1 b tate yepartnient or 
Education 


X 




% : 

K i 














Nevada (1) 

umvers i zy ox nevaoo at lcs vegos 
Nye County School District 


X 












X 






American Samoa (1) 

American Samoa Commjnity College 
Department of Education 


X' 
















i X 


Guam (1) 

University of Guam 

Guam Department of Education , 




X 
















REGIONAL TOTALS (16) 


11 


5 


3 : 


2 : 


1 




4 


3 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 

AND STATES 

(Asterisk--*--indicates projects 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 

REGION X, Seattle, WA 


LOCATION 

OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


LOW 


KPU Centers 


Other Outstanding 


KPU Actives 


Unusual Producers 


Kiddle Range 


Low Range 


Hon Producers 


I HE 


LEA 


Alaska (1) 

University of Alaska* 

Alaska Department of Education 




X 




X : 




■ • : 








Idaho (1) 

ICIanO ^^a^e UDi vers \Zy 

Pocatello School District #25 


X 












X 






Oregon (1) 

University of Oregon 
Eugene School District 4J 


Y 

A 




X 














Washington (2) 

Western Washington University* 
Arl 1 no ton School Di stri ct 

Washington State University* 
Pasco School District 


X 
X 








X 


V " 

i. ; 








REGIONAL TOTALS (5) 


4 


1 


1 


, 1 ; 


1 


1 : 


" 1 
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PREFACE 

The Teacher Corps program was established in 1965 to strengthen the 
educational opportunities available to cliildren In areas having concentra- 
tions of low-income families, to encourage colleges and universities to 
broaden their programs of teacher prepration, and to encourage institutions 
of higher education and local educational agencies to improve programs of 
tj:airring and retraining for teachers and teacher aides. Among the new 
directions charted for the program by the Education- Amendments of 1976 
was a greater focus on demonstration, documentation, institutionalization, 
and dis^^emi nation of the results of Teacher Corps projects. This report 
deals with program policy alternatives for improving the dissemination of 
project-developed products, practices, and processes to educational agencies 
and institutions. 

In October of 1978 the Far West Laboratory for Educational Research 

and Developr%nt negotiated a contract with the Teacher Corps program to: 

^ Study the operations projects, the regional networks, and 
the support agencies that made up the program; 

^ Design and pilot test mechanisms to improve information 
sharing among the projects; 

^ Develop a set of procedures for educational product review 
and validation that would receive consensus approval t>y the 
Executive Secretaries of the twelve regional networks; and 

^ Provide recommendations to the Teacher Corps program office 
on policy alternatives for establishing and operating dis- 
semination or outreach mechanisms. 

This report addresses the contract requir&nent that the Teacher Corps 

Dissemination Project design and test an information sharing system for 

Teacher Corps projects to exchange information about products, practices, 

and other outputs. The Request for Proposal to which the Laboratory 
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responded specifies that we provide three alternative projections of ret 

source requirements for maintaining efficient operation of the informatton 

sharing system over a five-year period at minimum, middle, and maximuni 

levels. The RFP also stated that the system design make use of mechanisms 

that could be sustained usin^ already existing features of the Teacher 

Corps organization. 

In the months since October 1978, when the Laboratory project was 

initiated, we reached agreement with our Teacher Corps project monitors on 

detailed specifications for this report. In a memorandum of 6 December 1979 

from James S. Eckenrod, of this project, to Susan L. Melnick, then of the 

Teacher Corps Washington program office, the content of this report was 

delineated as follows: 

1.4: Projection of Resources Needed to Maintain Internal 
Information Sharing System for Five Years 

This will be a technical report that will include projection 
data for both the interna! and external systems. We will 
have a preliminary draft of this jlocument ready for review 
by members of our Advisory Panel and consultants in dissemi- 
nation by 1 June 1980, and will incorporate their suggestions 
for making the document a useful policy planning tool for 
Teacher Corps. 

This report, then, consolidates data on projected resource require- 
ments for the self-sustained operation of both design components of 
the original RFP, an internal information sharing system and an external 
external validation/dissemination system, for policy-level analysis 
by the Teacher Corps program office. We have taken this 'approach because, 
as the project has evolved, we came to regard the separation of the two 
components as an unwieldy artifact of the RFP that did not sufficiently 
attend to the overlap in the two outreach processes. 



A second technical report on projections for outreach resource re- 
quirements (originally intended to deal only with the validation/dissemi- 
nation system) will be prepared for delivery by 10 March 1981. The 
intervening time will (1) enable us to reflect upon the reponses to this 
paper from the Teacher Corps Washington program staff and (2) enable us to 
take into account any organizational shifts of dissemination agencies and 
activities within the Department of Education, in particular in the Office 
of Educational Research and Improvement, that are likely to occur in the 
next few months. 

We are pleased to acknowledge the generous contributions to the prepa- 
ration of the report of members of our project Advisory Panel, an additional 
panel of specialists in educational knowledge production and utilization 
interviewed during April 1980 American Educational Research Association 
meetings in Boston, the Executive Secretaries of the Teacher Corps regional 
networks, and several of our colleagues at the Far West Laboratory. The 
names of these persons who shared with us the benefits of their knowledge 
of educational change, expressed their judgment about the future of Teacher 
Corps, or reviewed earlier drafts'of the paper are all contained in Appendix 
B. Each one contributed in some important way to the analyses, writing, 
and recommendations; but only we can accept responsibility for the final 
product. 



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 



Since we initiated the work of the Teacher Corps Dissemination Project 
at the Far West Laboratory in October of 1978, we have had some difficulty 
in specifying the scope of our work, in part, we believe, because of the 
fact that Teacher Corps, as an educational program undergoing rapid structural 
change, has not yet established outreach goals for the program or performance 
standards for individual projects. The challenge of impl ementing new program 
Rules and Regulations, the problems associated with program funding for fiscal 
year 1980-81, and shifts in program leadership in the midst of the transition 
to the new Department of Education have all apparently combined to prevent the 
formulation of program diffusion policy. The dilemma that this situation poses 
for us in the task of projecting resources needCu to support the new program 
emphasis on demonstration, docunentation, institutionalization, and dissemi- 
nation of the results of Teacher Corps projects is that we have no concrete 
guidelines regarding the scale of the outreach effort that Teacher Corps wants 
or expects. 

/ Consequently, we have had to approach the study of the potential for edu- 

cational diffusion by the Teacher Corps in a rather abstract, hypothetical mode. 
We have sought to collect as much personal, first-hand information about the 
operations of Teacher Corps projects as we could to have a reasonably concrete 
base for our speculations. We have observed projects in their local school 
and comnunity settings, probed their interactions in the regional network con- 
figurations, and asked them to provide us with information about their outreach 
activities and intentions. The results of our study of the current state of 
capability and readiness of Teacher Corps projects to undertake effective edu- 
cational dissemination activities are not generally positive. In general, we 
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found very little current interest in or evidence of serious preparation 
for outreach by Teacher Corps projects. 

These findings have been shared with several specialists in educational 
knowledge production and utilization, some of whom have had experience in 
various Teacher Corps activities, and with educators currently associated with 
Teacher Corps projects, networks, or support services. We have encountered 
some strong differences of opinion about the potential of the Teacher Corps 
for making substantial contributions to school improvement and educational 
personnel development programs nationally* Our analysis of alternatives for 
"investing" Teacher Corps program resources in outreach support projects, 
networks of projects, and the like has been done in the midst of an ideologi- 
cal split among our advisors about the most effective goals and means for 
achieving program outreach. We have encountered strong advocates of the 
traditional Teacher Corps emphasis on service to local schools in opposition 
to those who would emphasize the program "mandate" to become a demonstration 
, program. We find persons who argue that Teacher Corps should rely on existing 
Department of Education diffusion systems rather than create (or maintain) 
outreach support mechanisms that—depending on the bias of the person--would 
either (1) cut into the local service program development capabilities of 
projects or (2) be largely wasted anyway because of the lack of commitment to 
or capability of the projects for outreach in the first place. 

Treading as lightly as possible between the different ideological and 
political viewpoints of the Teacher Corps we set out to develop a set of 
assumptions about the "directions*' that the program might take in the next few 
years so that we could conceptualize some "likely futures." From these we 
formulated a set of "if-then" propositions as premises for the task of pro- 
jecting (or forecasting) the resources that would be necessary to support 

ERIC ^ ^ , 



-3- 



program outreach activities at irjinliDum, middle, and maxiiDum levels ov6r a five- 
year period. 

One of the most Important conclusions we came to was that the varlabil ity 
among Teacher Corps projects in their capabilities for educational knowledge 
production and utilization would (1) likely reduce the overall achievement of 
Teacher Corps program outreach* if equity in the level of project funding were 
to be continued, but could (2) serve, with a system of differential grant 
funding based on variability, to (a) increase the 1 ikel ihood that the most 
productive projects would engage in outreach and (b) make possiJble the improve* 
ment of the capability of all projects to provide effective school improvement 
program services through a system of collaborative interaction among developer/ 
demonstrator projects and adopter projects. Of course, the "a" and "b" 
alternatives suggest another Instance of policy priority-setting that must be 
accomplished; how much program effort goes for "outside" dissemination and how 
much goes for "inside" capability building? 

We began to regard the situation as something of a classic conundrum, a 
puzzle which as Webster indicates could only have a conjectural answer. But 
our professional commitment led us to grapple further with the myriad of 
factors we had set out to analyze as objectively as possible. We had to make 
the best judgments we could about several perplexing problems. 

On one hand : On the other hand : 

Nearly one^third of all Teacher More than four out of ten Teacher 
Corp projects have IHE components Corps projects have IHE components 
that have been ranked highly in that were ranked low in education- 
terms of educational knowledge al knowledge production and utili- 
productlon and utilization; 13 of zation; 27 projects have IHEs that 
the 24 "Research Centers" in the were classified in the Clark and 
nation identified In the Clark Guba study as "non-producers," 
and Guba (1977) productivity {Having a Teacher Corps grant now, 

study have Teacher Corps projects, however, would likely raise their 

rankings Into the "low producer" 

category,) 



On one hand: 



On the other hand: 



The research Into the dissemina- 
tion of school improvement and 
educational personnel development 
programs indicates that persona] 
linkage between developer and 
adopter and some form of external 
support are essential for succes- 
ful implemetitatlon or adaptation; 
the dissetnination of educational 
innovations requires a high level 
of personal commitment and on- 
going support capabilities* 

The program priorities of the 
Teacher Corps on community in- 
volvement and community-based ed- 
ucation apparently led to the 
allocation of fiscal year 1980-81 
funds to support the Recruitrnent 
and Comfiiunity Technical Resource 
Centers (RCTRCs). that have in 
recent years aided projects in 
recruiting Interns and establish- 
ing Comrfiunity Councils* while the 
system of regional networks that 
enabled projects to share infor- 
mation among themselves was 
disestablished,* 

There is already a great deal of 
duplication in the support ser- 
vices provided by contractors or 
special projects for the outreach 
activities of different Depart- 
ment of Education programs; there 
are serious discussions underway 
about means to consolidate and/or 
otherwise streamline these ser- 
vices» particularly in the Office 
of Eduational Research and Im- 
provement and generally in the 
Education Department. 



The bulk of the educational pro- 
ducts and practices that are now 
available through the federally 
supported dissemination systems 
are for elementary and secondary 
schools and focus largely on 
basic skills* 



In nearly two years of our pro- 
ject operation we have not found 
any significant evidence that more 
than a very few Teacher Corps 
projects are inventing" resources 
in planning and prepari ng for out- 
reach activities or taking steps 
to improve their capabilities for 
providing assistance to potential 
adopters; they have not been re- 
quired to demonstrate a serious 
commitment to outreach* 

In a year when no new-start 
Teacher Corps projects will be 
funded and interns for the Pro- 
gram 79 projectsare already 
selected* the advocates of the 
need to build outreach capability 
among projects are dismayed over 
the maintenance of the RCTRCs, 
the project support service group 
that some advisors or reviewers 
regard as not capable of con- 
tributing to project outreach 
potential; the "wrong support 
service at the wrong time." 



Teacher Corps projects in some of 
the regional networks demonstrated 
considerable gains in awareness of 
the two-way nature of dissemination 
agency services avai lable to them 
but most appear to lack knowledge 
of these available resources; the 
stimulation that the regional net- 
works provided to projects^ through 
sharing Information and formal 
training activities, to increase 
their outreach capabilities^ight 
yield better utilization of EO 
dissemination systems* 

The program emphases of Teacher 
Corps, while basic skills and school 
curricula are Important., range more 
broadly in scope (cofnmunity involve- 
ment, inservice education^ adult 
education, etc*) and may not be 
adequately served by existing systems* 



i 
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The outcome of our deliberations over these problems is the set of recom- 
menddtions for establishing a^ysten of "essential'* outreach services that, on 

balance, we believe, will contribute to the following: 

f 

^ Improved Information exchange and meaningful collaboration among 
Teacher Corps projects; 

Increased utilization of existing Information clearinghouses and 
networks; federal* regional, and state dissemination systems; and 
communication services in LEAs and IHEs not presently used; 

Better utilization of the strengths In educational knowledge produc- 
tion and utilization available in some Teacher Corp projects to 
assist in t+ie improvement of the capability to "deliver" effective 
school Improvement and educational personnel development programs 
by projects that have fewer resources; 

The development of a cadre of outreach specialists for serving 
institutions of higher education, community-based education 
, programs, etc*, that can be Integrated into the emerging out- 

reach support systems (non-profit marketing agencies, technical 
assistance programs, etc,) in the Education Department; 

^ Commitment of "appropriate" amounts of program and project 
resources to planning for and implementing outreach activities 
throughout the life of a project; 

*^ Recognition of the "costs" in program and project resources that 
must be committed ("set-aside") to establish and operate various 
outreach system components to establish Teacher Corps as a "demon- 
stration program" and/or as a vehicle to stimulate the capability 
of institutions of higher education throughout the country to 
deliver school improvement and educational personnel programs* 

This section of the report is Intended to provide a brief overview pf 
the more extensive treatments of background issues, concerns about the readi- 
ness and capability of projects to undertake outreach, assumptions and premises 
used "in our analyses, and so forth, that follow in the remainder of the report* 

The recommendations for consideration by the Teacher Corps program office 
are derived from the design of an outreach system for Teacher Corps that eft;^ 
visions three kinds of fundamental change in the Teacher Corps program, the 
first two of which involve no additional funding: 

/ 
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^ 1. Establishment of performance standards for Teacher Corps projects: 

* Variation In capabilities for educational research and 
development (RSD) and/or commitment to educational dis* 
semination and utilization (D<U) can serve as criteria; 

* Recognition of variation in the capabilities of Teacher 
Corps projects can contribute to special izatlorr in program 
development and efficiency in implementation of proven 
programs. 

Outreach performance standards are discussed on pages 13 to 24, 28 
to 30^ and 36 to 37. 

2. Differential grant awards to projects (without exceeding anticipated 
program funding levels) to provide support for: 

^ Developer/Demonstrator Projects; projects with demonstrated 
capability for research and development in school Improve- 
ment programs and/or with capability and Institutilonal com- 
mitment to the dissemination and utilization of educational 
knowledge; these would receive from 120 to 140 percent of the 
' average grant award to projects in a given year. 

Regular/Service, projects; those with the capability to imple- 
ment effective school- Improvement and professional development 
programs In the local schools; these would receive the average 
/grant award amounts, 

I Adopter Projects; projects that would receive assistance In im- 
plementing and adapting proven school Improvement programs from 
Developer/ Demonstrator Projects; these would receive from 60 
to 80 percent of the average grant award amounts. ^ 

Differential grant awards are discussed in the report on pages 26 to 31, 

36 to 37,, 59^ 62^ 65, 68-69, 71-72, and 74-77. The amounts that would be 

shifted among projects In a given year> In one of thrge different levels 

of outreach program support, (prior to fiscal year 1986 when the number 

of projects anticipated will require more than $37.5 million to support), 

range from $3,500^000 to $U550^OO0 (see Table 6> page 29f. 

3. Establishment of new program outreach support mechanisms: 

Teacher Corps Washington Outreach Unit, an administrative 
group to provide leadership and coordinate outreach; the 
costs for this are estimated In terms of Department of 
Education employees reassigned or added to the staff , of 
the Washington program office (within ED staffing limita- 
tions) and range from one to three federal staff person- 
years annually (see page 38). 
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Teacher Corps Communications Project (TCCP), a project to ' 
facilitate exchange of Information among program units and 
assist projects with publication activities; the estimates 
for the yearly operation of this project range from $210,000 
to $390,000 (see pages 44-45). 

Teacher Cgnrps Diffusion Project (TCDP)> |?ducat1onal linkage 
specialist's to provide training and technical assistance for 
projects In educational dissemination; the annual costs es- 
timated for this project would rise from $1 ,460,000 -in the 
minimum level of outreach support up to $1,750,000 In the 
medium configuration but, because responsibility for many 
of the functions envisioned for the TCDP would shift to the 
regional networks at the optimal, or maximum, outreach support 
level, funding would decline to $860,000 (see pages 46-47)^ 

Regional Outreach Support Networks, a system of networks t6 
facilitate project infomatlon sharing, review and validation 
of products and practices, and dissemination to educational 
audiences nationally; tl^e network system Is not considered 
feasible at the minimum level of outreach support and estimated 
yearly costs range (with some variation depending on the ratio 
of network staff tp the number of projects served) from 
$3,034,000 to $4,452,000 for the medium and maximum outreach 
support levels (see pages 48 to 56), 

The proposed outreach support projects and networks are discussed in 

more considerable detail in the 'section on Outreach System Components, 

pages 33 to 56, 
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BACKGROUND ISSUES 

Teacher Corps projects are establfshed to plan land implement programs 

of school improvement that will lead to the attainment of four major program 

outcomes: I 

An improved school climate which fosters the learning 
of children of low-Income families, 

^ An Improved educational personnel development system 
for persons who serve or who are preparing to serve 
in schools attended by children of low- income familiest 

^ The conti nuatlon of educational Improvements (Including 
products, processes, and practices) achieved as a result 
of the project, after federal funding ends. 

° The adoption or adaptation of those educational Improve- 
ments by o^ier educational agencies and Institutions. 

To accomplish the third and fourth outcomes, which require institutionalization 
and dissemination for adoption and adaptation. Teacher Corps projects plan and 
allocate resources in much the same way as, but largely subsequent to, their ef- 
forts to attain the first two. Toward these ends the staff of the Teacher Corps 
Dissemination Project is working to Identify effective means for Teacher Corps 
projects to extend the Impact of their school improvement programs beyond their 
local sites. We have sought to help projects recognize that dissemination is 
a two-way process and Integrate it Into their total school Improvement programs. 
In this conteJct, federally sponsored dissemination networks and other systems 
can contribute^ significantly to the planning. Initiation, development, and imple- 
mentation of school Improvement programs by Teacher Corps projects and, simultan- 
eously, can serve as means for the extension of^ftrogram Impact, 

Throughout this report we will use the tei^s (^^eaah ond 
dissemination interahmgeably to refer to the J^k^ledge^ 
transfer processes specified by the Dis&emiriatioriS^nalysis 
Group (DAOj including spread^ exchange^ choice and implex 
mentation^ Outreach for Teacher Corps is considered a two-way 
' interactive process involving the sharing of information among 

projects and dissemination to educational audiences throughout / 
1 the country. 
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in previous technical reports to Teacher Corps we have consistently 
maintained that the dissemination research literature dictates two bajic 
principles that should be incorporated into the infonnation sharing and 

^^issefnination systems design* These are: 

N 

*^ Some fonn of personal intennediary or linkage is essential 
to the dissemination processi 

** A relatively comprehensive yet flexible external support 
system is needed to provide crucial materials and in-person 
utilization assistance. 

Our original outreach system design work provided (as required in the RFP) 
a central role to the regional Teacher Corps networks and other special 
purpose groups of projects for stimulating outreach by projects. The termi- 
nation of the system of regional networks obviously changes this situation. 
We are now able to speculate about radically different modes for providing 
support services to Teacher Corps projects* not only for dissemination ac- 
tivities but also for program development, evaluation* implementation, that 
is, all the elements of the planned school improvement process. The opportunity 
to propose a new system of dissemination support mechanisms for Teacher Corps 
had, quite predictably, rather different effects upon the advisors and consultants 
with whom we have discussed our outreach design work: 

*^ Those critical, of the past record of Teacher Corps in 
bringing about \s1gn.1f leant change in school improvement 
or educational personnel development programs argue for 
a "clean-sweep" and reliance upon specialists in educa- 
tional change* diffusion, linkage* and so forth, who are 
already "in place" in agencies of the new Office of Edu- 
cational Research and Improvement (OERI) in the Department 
of Education (ED)\ yfho can make use of already-established 
outreach linkage o[techanisms in ED and in state education 
agencies (SEAs) ai\<l regional organizations. \ 

^ Those supportive o^ Teacher Corps' record over the years 
argue for continued investment in the program features which 
they judge have beei^ proven effective in recent years* in 
effect, shaping the evolution of the program from "lessons 
learned" in the field in order to let the Teacher Corps 

\ 



"experiment" get a fair chance to reach "maturity"; they 
argue for a "balanced" approach to outreac>i systerfi design, 
one, that seeks increased efficiency through coordinated OERI 
dissemination efforts but preserves the "unique" program, 
features of Teacher Corps* 

In this report we have tried to accommodate the full range of differ- 
ences in viewpoints* However, because there are basic ideological differ- 
ences at the core of many specific issues we have simply not been able to 
assess the validity of all the arguments used by critics and defenders of 
the Teacher Corps* In other words, we do not belabor any arguments about 
whether or not the choice of one alternative course of action over another 
is a matter of educational efficiency or personal expediency, of professional 
effectiveness or political favoritism, of competence or cronyism, or the like* 

We have tried to synthesize the judgments. of our advisors and reviewers 
as factually as possible and to make clear our own rationale for any pref- 
erences expressed between action alternatives* One persistent conflict that 
, affects all the policy options explored in the report is the preference of 
some advisors for a "lean" outreach program evolving {at least initially) 
within the ED Office of Educational Research and Improvement (OERI) in con- 
trast to the judgment of others favoring a structured system of outreach 
projects and networks operating primarily within Teacher Corps* 

'* One section of this report, . "A Day in the Life of Dee 
Ess," presents a brief scenario of how a "lean" (OERI) 
dissemination program might begin to evolve a collabo- 
rative system of outreach for all ED school improvement 
programs. (See pages 39 to 41*) 

Most of the section on "Outreach System Components," \ 
however, reflects more the value that Teacher Corps 
personnel have given to technical assistance projects 
and the regional network structure over the past 
several years. (See pages 33 to 77*) 

Our recommendations for programmatic changes are preceded by a summary of 

concerns (pages 13 to 24) derived from interaction with Teacher Corps projects 

about their interest in outreach. We have some strong reservations about the 
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likelihood that many projects will engage in serious dissemination activi- 
ties. These concerns are reflected in our judgment about the entire range 
of suggestions for improving Teacher Corps outreach mechanisms and 
activities, A large number of alternatives ^are spelled out for review by 
policy makers and, though we hope that all our professional judgments are 
sound and rational » at least they are clearly identified as judgments. 
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CONCERNS ABOUT TEACHER CORPS OUTREACH 

Essentially, this report details what we, drawing upon our project 
advisors and various consultants, regard as (1) essential elements for a 
ml nimal t "bare bones" information/dissemination system and (2) an opt i ma 1 , 
but reasonably affordable set of linkages and support components that could 
lead to a maxifnally effective outreach program For Teacher Corps. The 
requirement of the RFP to define a "middle" level of support is generally 
treated in terms of points along continuums between the minimal and optimal 
conditions for a given outreach program element. 

To arrive at the set of essential elements for the Teacher Corps out- 
reach program we undertook the following activiti^es: 

^ Review of the literature on the dissemination of innovations; 

^ Study of the operations of Teacher Corps' organizational 
components; 

Consultation with specialists in federal school improvement 
programs and educational diffusion; and 

^ Speculation on likely and alternative futures of Teacher 
Corps outreach. 

These inquiries led us to try to identify some indices of Teacher Corps 

project read! ness and capability to make use of various elements of an 

outreach program. Me assumed that any reasonably objective data we could 

isolate on such characteristics would give more validity to projections on 

how the outreach system might be expected to operate. We conceptualized 

the two factors as follows: 

^ Readiness: interest in or willingness to share information 
or disseminate products and practices; evidenced by seeking 
out information on dissemination, contribution of information 
through exchange mechanisms* and so forth. 
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Capability: ability to utilize personnel and material 
resources to support effective outreach activiti\es; evi- 
denced by the status ascribed in the Index of Productivity* 
(see Appendix A for a complete list of project ratings), 
institutional commitment to dissemination and field-based 
educational service programs, and other, less tangible, 
indicators of outreach capability demonstrated by individual 
projects. 



Readiness of Projects for Outreach 

Our concern about the readiness of Teacher Corps projects to engage in 

linkage and to invest project resources to operate effective outreach programs 

has been shaped by the following: 

Formal and informal interaction with the Executive 
Secretaries of the regional Teacher Corps networks and 
the special purpose groups of projects since October 
of 1978. 

Responses to seven issues of our INFORMATION Bulletin, 
distributed to projects since December of 1978. 

° Interaction with Teacher Corps project personnel during 
visits to 21 project sites and during numerous network, 
regional, and national Teacher Corps conferences since 
November of 1978. - 

Response to our Handbook for Review and Validation of 
Teacher Corps Products and Practices distributed to 
projects in December of 1979. 

^ Response by projects to our request for information, in 
January 1980, about project-developed products and 
practices to include in the prototype catalog Teacher 
Corps Projects at Work . 

^ Response of project personnel to training opportunities 
provided at our Teacher Corps Dissemination Project 
Orientation Conference, 7-9 November 1979, and at three 
of the four Regional Conferences in Meiy of 1980. 



In our discussions with field personnel, even at institutions of higher 
education that are generally acknowledged to be elite knowledge-producing 



*Based on the classification of schools, colleges, and departments of 
education (SCDEs) defined by Clark and Guba (1977), Lotto and Clark 
(1978), and Clark (1978). 



universities, we found that Teacher Corps project staff members do not 
regard themselves as "disseminators.*' Moreover, when pressed about their 
plans to initiate outreach activities, some Corpsmembers told us they have 
no intentions of engaging in dissemination beyond their local education 
agencies. 

On the other hand, in instances when we were able to engage in face- 
to-face discussions with project personnel, we often found that they became 
more receptive to outreach activities as they perceived that dissemination 
could be regarded as an extension of their school improvement programs. 
In those situations outreach began to take on human dimensions and project 
personnel started to see their dissemination responsibilities as more 
manageable* They also expressed more positive attitudes toward outreach. 

In balance, however, our personal interaction with project personnel does 
not make us optimistic that Teacher Corps projects will carry out the dissemi- 
nation mandate on their own initiative without careful guidance and external 
support. Our recommendations do not give a great deal of weight to those few 
occasions when, in informal personal interaction, we were able to persuade 
project personnel to "see" dissemination in a more positive light. 

Our judgment also derives from more objective data about project re-p 

ceptivtty to our efforts to assist them in preparation for outreach. Among 

these occasions we give the following considerable weight in assessing the 

potential for project self-initiative: 

Since we distributed to projects our Handbook for Review 
and Validation of Teacher Corps Products and Practices in 
December of 1979, only one project has made a submission 
to the Joint Dissemination Review Panel; however, this 
project went through a network prescreening that did not 
make use of that new Teacher Corps handbook. 
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In March of 1980 we published a notice in the INFOIJ- 
MATION Bulletin that we would provide projects with 
copies of three educational dissemination resources 
upon request; only five projects and five "others" 
requested these materials which we prepared for our 
Network Dissemination Orientation Conference; others 
have requested the publications when introduced to them 
in face-to- face meetings wUh our project staff. 

In Oanuary of 1980 we asked the 132 Teacher Corps 
projects to provide us with infomation about their 
products and practices; the resulting catalog Teacher 
Corps Projects at Work contains data submitted by the 
39 projects which responded. Table 1 provides more 
complete data on this effort to stimulate infomatlon 
sharing among Teacher Corps projects. 

^ During May of 1980 we participated in three of the four 
Teacher Corps Regional Conferences around the country; 
about three percent of the participants In these conferences 
attended our sessions on dissemination. (A sunmary of project 
responsiveness to this aspect of our v^rk is contained in 
Table 2.) v 

Since we initiated the Corpsline information exchange coluinn 
in the INFORMATION Bulletin in November oM979 only two 
Teacher Corps projects have submitted entries; we have 
elicited or prepared ourselves all the other items. Only 
one project has reported any response to an offer to share 
information with others. 
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TABLE 1. 



Results of January 1980 Request for Information from 
Teacher Corps Projects. 



^ — 


Program 78 
Projects 


Program 79 
Projects 


National 
Total 


Total Number of Projects 
Cont acted 


79 


53 


132 


Number Responding to 
Request " 


30 


15 


45 


Percent of Total 


37.9 


28.3 


34.1 


Number of Projects 
Providing Usable Data 


25 


14 


39 


Percent of Total 


31.6 


26.4 


29.5 


' Number of Usable 
Descriptions Submitted 


119 


28 


- 147 


Average Number of Project 
Descriptions Submitted 


4.8* 


2.0 


3.8 


Hufnoer ot rrojeci.s rrovio-i ng 
Narrative Descriptions of 
Outreach 


4 


2 


6 


Percent of Total 


5.1 


3.8 


4.5 


Number Providing Sample 
Outreach Materials 


7 


0 


7 


Percent of Total 


8.9 


n 


5.3 



* The average drops to 4,0 when the project that submitted 22 descriptions 
is not considered. 
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TABLE 2. 

Response of Teacher Corps Project Personnel to Opportunity 
to Participate in Dissemination Roundtable Discussion 
at Three Regional Conferences. 



Conference 
Site 


Number of 
Projects 


nppruA liMdlc 

Number of 
Participants 


nuiiDer 

Attending 

Roundtable 


Participants 
Attending 


Denver 


30 


150 


* 9 


6.0 


San Dieg& 




120 


6 


5.0 


Philadelphia 


40 


200 


0 


0 


Total 


94 


470 


15 


3.0 



It should be abundantly clear that Teacher Corps projects are not 
presently exhibiting much interest in the Fourth Outcome; we are not sanguine 
that any significant improveitjent will occur without external stimulation. 

Capabilitjf of Projects for Outreach 

In addition to the judgments we have made about the readiness or commit' 
ment of Teacher Corps projects to engage in dissemination we have taken an 
additional factor-^capabil ity—i nto Account in identifying the parameters of 
a "minimal" level of effective program outreach. Teacher Corps projects are 
not equal in their capability to engage in effective dissemination activities. 
This disparity stems largely from the variability among the institutions of 
higher education (IHEs) in terms of their resources for and their institutional 
correnitment to research, teaching, and service. In Clark and Guba's (1977) 
terminology, these "missions" of schools, colleges, and departments of edu- 
catrion (SCDEs) involve fiveJtinds of activity: 
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1< Teaching and Instruction* 

2* Research and scholarly productivity* 

3< Development » dissemination* and demonstration* 

4* Ad hoc services to schools and other educational agencies* 

5* Effecting change in schools or other educational agencies* 

In the study* activities 3* 4» and 5 were considered together as educational 

dissemination and utilization {D4U)* Survey respondents were advised that 

activity numbers* development* dissemination* and demonstration* involved: 

.*.the design and preparation of general izable instructional 
materials such as textbooks* audio-visuals* workbooks* etc.; of 
teaching techniques* administrative patterns* and other novel 
concepts* practices* or artifacts; dissemination of information 
about or demonstration of any of the foregoing to a wide range of 
potential adopters; or evaluation of any of the foregoing. 

Activity number 5» effecting change in schools or other educational 

agencies* i nvolved: 

*. .needs assessment* assistance in selecting new programs 
or practices responsive to local rreeds* retraining of faculty 
and staff as required by newly installed innovations* demonstra- 
ting new approaches that are under consideration for adoption* 
servicing and nurturing newly installed programs. 

There is great variation in the institutional resource bases of the 
IHEs involved in Teacher Corps projects; there are "rich" and "poor*' insti- 
tutions in both the public and private educational sectors that take on 
Teacher Corpis projects* Some of the "richer" IHEs operate educational field 
service bureaus or centers* school study councils* or other structures such 
as teacher centers* with little or no external funding and have well-estab- 
lished records of collaboration with local educational agencies (LEAs)* 
Others simply do not yet have the resource capability to deliver sustained 
high-quality school improvement programs when Teacher Corps funding ends. 

There is also considerable variation in the institutional commitment 
of different IHEs involved in Teacher Corps projects to perform field-based 
inservice teacher education* dissemination or demonstration* and so forth* 
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These things we "know** without careful research evidence to provide us 
with concrete proof of variability. „We also have to exercise caution> 
when making sense of research data that are available. 

There are limitations on the sort of conclusions that can be drawn 
from the data on the productivity of Teacher Corps SCDEs provided In 
Appendix A; we have included the listing of projects classified by indices 
of educational RAD productivity simply to provide an estimate of the pro- 
portion of projects that one might expect to have more or less capability 
for outreach. The potential for effective outreach performance by any 
given project cannot be predicted from the classifications made in the 
original study. Among the factors limiting the usefulness of the data are: 

^ The data were collected in 1974-76; institutions do changes- 
some may have improved in their performance, others may nave 
declined; project personnel could be superior or inferior to 
the faculty assessed in the original study; 

^ Clark and Guba (1977) regarded their measures of educational 
DiU (central to the focus of this report) as less precise than 
the measures of educational RiD; many instances of field-service 
activities go unrecorded and could not be assessed in the study; 

^ The distinctions among the projects in a given category (that 
is, subcategories in each of the high, medium, and low levels) of 
educational R4D were based upon ratings that have little direct 
connection with issues of educational DfiU; and 

^ The "strength" or "weakness" of the LEA and community components 
of a Teacher Corps project has not been considered at all in the 
classii ication of SCDE productivity. (See also pages 79-81.) 

We present the data, however, to demonstrate the range of potential for out- 
reach activity as suggested by one objective measure of educational capabili - 
ties . Any criteria used for the assessi ng SCDE outreach potential should 
certainly include the ^actors on educational DfiU that Clark and Guba employed 
in their original study. Such a process would lend additional validity to 
Jthe process for differential grant awards suggested later in this report. 
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Certainly, there are Teacher Corps IHEs with "strong commitment" to school 
service and dissemination (Lotto and Clark [1978] estimated that approximately 
14 percent of all SCDEs fit in that **highest" category and that another 14 
percent were capable of providing ''positive support"); these m^ be expected 
to sustain and perhaps expand the thrust of project Innovations after federal 
funding ends. The tfjill 1 ngness expressed in the grant proposals of all Teacher 
Corps projects to engage in field-based school improvement projects and to 
extend the impact of those efforts beyond the local educational setting cannot, 
however, be expected to eventuate universally. Projects In IHEs with low 
levels of institutional commitment to school service and dissemination (Lotto 
and Clark estimated that more than half of all SCDEs had weak, 11ttle-or*no, 
or ambivalent commitment to Dau) wjll, in the absence of external . stimul ation , 
very likely be limited in their outreach performance. Though some Teacher 
Corps projects based in "poor" and "low commitment" IHEs m^ come through with 
sterling performances in outreach activities, by virtue of the personal cornmit- 
ment and competence of project staff, vte are not optimistic that any significant 
number will do so. The hypothetical distribution of nine possible "types'* 
of projects represented in Table 3 m^ be contrasted with the distribution of 
SCDEs (with Teacher Corps projects) rated by "productivity"* summarized in 
Table 4 to get a rough estimate of how many Teacher Corps projects might be 
expected to establish and sustain effective outreach programs. 



* A measure involving the number of articles published in 13 practitioner- 
oriented journals, practitioner-oriented presentations at six national 
conferences, and contributions to Resources in Education of ERIC judged 
to be directed toward the community of practice rather than the research 
community (Clark and Guba, 1977; Clark, 1978). 
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TABLE 3. 

Hypothetical Percentage Distribution of Teacher Corp Projects by 
Resources for and Institutional Commitment to Educational 
Dissemination and Utilization 



Levels of IHE 


Levels of IHE Comrnitraent to Educational 
Dissemination and Utilization (Note 1) 




Kesources AVoiioDie 
for School Service 


High 


Medium 


Low 




s 


i 

Percent with 
Strong 
Commitment ; 
Positive Support 


Percent with . 
Acceptance; . 
Weak 

Commitment 


Percent with 
Little/No 
Commitment ; 
Ambivalent 
Commitment 


Total 




99 








Medium 


5 


18 


9 


32 


Low 


4 


3 


28 


35 


Percent of Teacher 
Corps Project IHEs 
Estimated i n Each 
Category 


31 


27 


42 


ino 


Percent of ^CDEs 
Nationally in Each 
, Category {Note 2) 


28 


40 


32 


100 



Notes: 1. Collapsed into three levels from Lotto and Clarlc's 
'(1978> six categories. 

2. Adapted from Lotto and Clark (1978). 
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TABLE 4. 

Number of Teacher Corps Projects in Each Department of 
Education Region Classified by Index of Productivity; Categories 
fran Clark and Guba (1977) and data fran Clark (1978). 
(See Appendix A for Complete List.) 



Number of 


Index of the Productivity 




Projects in 
ED Regions 


High 


Medium 


Low 


Totals 


I 


2 


4 


4 


10 


II 


5 


5 


4 


14 


III 


5 


4 


6 


15 


IV 


1 






20 


V 


12 


4 


6 


22 


VI 


2 


5 




17 


VII 


2 


1 


3 


6 


VIII 


3 


2 


2 


7 


IX 


6 


4 


6 


16 


X 


3 


2 




5 


Total 
Number 


41 


36 


55 


132 


Percent 


31.1 


27.3 


41.6 


100.0 



In summary, both our personal impressions and our interpretation of 
indicators of project readiness and capability for dissemination lead us to 
the firm conviction that most Teacher Corps projects will need specialtzed,^ 
technical assistance and external support if they are to carry out even min- 
imally effective outreach programs. It is our judgment that the cumulative 
effect of (1) Teacher Corps project funding cutbacks, (2) loss of training 
and personal linkage opportunities provided by regional networks, and (3) 
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very wide variatfon among Teacher Corps IHEs in capabilities for knowleijlge 

production, dissemination, and utilization reduces the overall likelihood 

that Teacher Corps will achieve its mandate for adoption or adaptation of 

its ediicational improv^ents. Our perception that projects generally exhibit 

a low-level of willingness to perform outreach compounds the problem. 

If Teacher Corps projects were to be left to themselves we would 

predict: \ 

About one-third of til projects will live up to their capability/ 
to produce educational products and practices that are sufficient- 
ly effective and innovative to be of irtterest to a broad range of 
potential adopters; however, with no technical assistance or ex- 
terna] support for outreach it is unlikely that very many will 
divert project training and program development funds to collect 
adequate evaluation and other documentation data to establish 
plausible evidence of effectiveness (^any projects are presently 
eliminating staff positions for documentors and evaluators) nor 
will they invest; in building the kind of personal linkage systems 
that would, enabljB project staff personnel to assist adopters in 
implementing project-developed innovations, 

^ About one-third of all projects mi^ht be expected to live up 
to their potential to produce prod^icts and practices that fiave 
sufficient positive effects to be institutionalized locally 
and to be of interest to some potential adopters; lacking /the 
resources, however, to establish the effectiveness of innova- 
tions, promulgate information about them to others, or provide 
assistance to adopters of project-ldeveloped products, it is 
unlikely that many will achieve mo|re than records of local 
service; the middle-range SCDEs arte more likely to engagfe in 
successful DaU activities than arelthe "lower" range IHEs but 
they are less likely to produce really innovative products and 
practices (RiD) than the larger institutions, 

^ About one-third of all projects, deprived of opportunities to 
learn from other projects and receivfe training in adapting 
proven educational products and practices, will not have the 
papability to develop or implement really effective school inn 
provement and educational personnel deyelopment programs, let 
^ alone disseminate them to other educational audiences; 

Th?se rather dire predictions, however, may be alleviated to various 

degrees depending upon the extent to which the Te(acher Corps program is able 

to implement elements of t^e outreach support p'^o^ram detailed in the remainder 

of this paper, 

1 
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ASSUMPTION'S AND PREMISES 

This sectfon describes alternatives for interventions that the 
Teacher Corps Washington program office may consider in policy decisions 
about the allocation of program resources to attain the "Fourth Outcome/' 
the adoption or adaptation of educational improvements developed by Teacher 
Corps projects by other educational agencies and institutions* 

The components that constitute the "minimum" information sharing/ 
dissemination system have been identified as those mechanisms or activities 
that are (1) considered by a consensus of the specialists we have consulted 
to be essential to the achievement of the demonstration/dissemination man- 
date and (2) feasible within the limits of anticipated program funding for 
the next several fiscal years, $37.5 million* We have already indicated 
that we have not hesitated to recommend changes in the Teacher Corps program 
Rules and Regulations wherever we considered them necessary to achieve the 
implementation of an essential system element* In some instances, however, 
when our consultants differ strongly on the importance of an outreach mecha- 
nism or activity, we have outlined policy alternatives that take into account 
these differences in viewpoint* 

In contrast, the mechanisms and activities described in operating a 
"maximally" effective national outreach program represent the components of 
a comprehensive educational dissemination system that encompasses (1) the 
sort of program envisioned in the Dissemination Analysis Groyp (DAG) report 
(1977) for elementary and secondary education and (2) the configuration for 
improving the capabilities of institutions of higher education to contribute 
to school improvement efforts suggested by lotto and Clark (1978^)* 
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Assumptions Underlying Cost Estimates 

All the educational diffusion specialists we consulted agree with 

our contention that the Teacher Corps information sharing and dissemination 

system should reflect t*^ basic principles: 

Some form of personal intermediary or linkage is essential 
to the dissemination process; and 

^ A relatively comprehensive yet flexible external support 
system is needed to provide crucial materials and in-person 
utilization assistance. 

There Is more of a range of opinion about precisely which Teacher Corps 
actors should perform linkage roles and functions (Butler and Paisl^ 1978, 
Mad^ 1980) and what level of external support, materials, or technical as- 
sistance is really crucial. Differences in viewpoints are discussed in the 
context of the descriptions of outreach activities and mechanisms that follow 
in the next section. Our own recommendations among policy options are always 
clearly noted. 

In order to ensure, however, that there are even minimum levels of in- 
formation sharing, validation, and dissemination among Teacher Corps projects 
we recommend that there be differential funding of projects; that is, those 
with the greatest capability for R&D and readiness for D&U would receive more 
support for development and outreach than the less productive or committed 
projects. Table 5 provides a year^by-year breakdown of our assumptions about 
Teacher Corps program funding levels (1) authorized in the program rules and 
regulations, (2) estimated as the average award to be granted in the immediate 
future, and (3) recommended as the average appropriate to support an effective 
outreach program thereafter. As program funds beco^^e available we recommend 
increases for outreach support. For example, we suggest grants for the 
fifth year be made at the authorized level of $150,000 in fiscal year 1984 
when the Program '9 projects reach that state. (Text continues on page 28.) 
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Similarly, we suggest that the average fourth year grant for Program 81 

projects (and thereafter) be at the authorized amount of $200,000 in fiscal 

year 1985. Other assumptions incorporated in Table 5 inrlude: 

Teacher Corps program funding will be at $37,500,000 

annually through fiscal year 1985; thereafter additional 

funds will be necessary to support both projects and 
support activities. 

^ No new projects will be funded in fiscal year 1981; there 
will be no Program 80 projects. 

In fiscal year 1982 there will be sufficient program 
money to support 40 new- start Program 81 projects. 

Forty new start projects will be funded each year until 
the Teacher Corps reaches 200 projects in operation in 
fiscal year 1986. 

Table 6 provides a breakdown of the amounts that we recommend be shifted 
among projects over fiscal years 1982 to 1986. Basically, the projects with 
low levels of educational RSD productivity would receive less in the way of 
grant awards than projects with high productivity; middle range projects 
would receive the average grant amounts. (More specific criteria for differ- 
entiating among projects are introduced on page 36-37.) For planning purposes 
we have assumed that approximately one-third of the projects in a given program 
cycle will fall into each of the three categories of productivity. Other as- 
sumptions included in Table 6 include: 

Differential funding would begin in Fiscal Year 1982 
after Teacher Corps projects had responded to grant 
renewal memoranda that specified program standards for 
demonstration and dissemination activities. 

^ Approximately one-third of the projects in each funding 
cycle would be classified as adopter projects and re- 
ceive from 20 to 40 percent; less in grant awards than 
the average for all projects. 

^ Approximately one-third of the projects would be classified 
as developer or demonstration projects and receive from 20 
to 40 percent more than the average for all projects. 
(Text continues on page 30.) 
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TABLE 6. 

R«cOiiftended Differential Project Funding^ 19B2-66 Un Thousands of Oollars) 
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^ The remaining one-third (regular/service projects) 
would receive grants of approximately the average 
for all projects. 

^ Over a five year project life (as Illustrated bv 
the Program 81 projects) an average project would 
receive $975,000 In grant awards; an adopter project 
would receive $700,000 at the minimum level of out- 
reach program support and $825,000 In the optimal 
configuration; a developer/demonstrator project 
would receive grants of $1,250,000 and $1,125,000 
respectively. 

The projects with more capability in educational RiD 
and Dau would provide assistance to projects with less 
capability; In essence, the developer/ demonstrator 
projects would provide training and technical assis- 
tance to the adopter projects. 

° The proportion of project grant funds shifted among 
adopter and developer/ demonstrator projects would 
diminish at higher levels of outreach program support 
as responsibility for coordinating outreach activities 
is increasingly assumed by the staff of the regional 
networks. 



Underlying Premises ' 

While we personally lean toward a long-term effort of consolidating 

and streamlining all of the federally supported educational dissemination 

programs within the Department of Education we have specified the details 

of what is essentially a separate Teacher Corps outreach system based on 

the following premises: 

° If Teaahev Corps projects are to achieve the demonstration/ 
dissemination ^^mandate^" then outreach requirements^, will have 
to be specified by the federal program officers: clear 
standards of dissemination performance for projects need to 
be Issued. 

* If the readiness of Teacher Corps projects to engage in out^ 
reach activities is to be improved^ then the competence of 
project personnel to make use of informxtion-dissemination 
systems will have to be upgraded: means for personal linkage 
among Project personnel and outreach specialists must be es- 
tablished and/or maintained by the federal program. 
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If the most successful school improvement and educational 
personnel development programs developed by Teacher Corps 
projects are to be disseminated to national audiences^ then 
the projects with the capability to develop such programs 
should receive additional support to engage in outreach 
activities: projects with high levels of capability should 
be designated as develjoper/demonstrator projects and receive 
additional support in a system of differential grant award 
funding* 

^ If Teacher Corps is to become a national demonstration program 
for school improvement and educational personnel development 
programs^ then program resources for service operations will 
have to be diverted to dissemination activities: the program 
office and field projects will have to plan to allocate re^ 
sources to outreach even at the expense of some school service 
activities. 

^ If the capabilities ' of all Teacher Corps projects to "deliver" 
effective school improvement programs are to be improved^ then 
the configuration of collaboration among projects will have to 
be changed so that those with high levels of commitment and 
strong resource baBes to support educational BSD/bsU will be 
able to provide assistance to less capable projects: a new 
system of differential funding among projects should be estab- 
lished to support a new configuration of project interaction 
in regional capability-building networks. 

We have elaborated a set of support mechanisms that we judge appropriate to 

achieve the goals stated in these premises^ The policy decisions made with 

respect to the options implied in these statements by the Teacher Corps 

program office w111> we expect, make our next effort at projecting resources 

somewhat simpler; we hope that we will not be trying to cover such a range 

of alternative courses of action and can address our analysis to a particular 

set of program^outreach activities* It is hoped also that the **second- round*' 

of resource projections can be done within a framework of Department of 

Education dissemination objectives for educational personnel development and 

school improvement programs that incorporate: 

Review of products and practices for approval for release, 
functions that are now accomplished for various types of 
materials for various audiences by the Office of Public 
Affairs^ the Joint Dissemination Review Panels and several 
specific ED programs that operate their own outreach systems^ 
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Nonproflt marketing mechanisms, a function now accomplished 
largely by a variety of federally supported fnfonndtion 
systems and clearinghouses', by support contractors for some 
programs, and on an ad hoc basis by others. 

Client services for^ adopters, the technical assistance so 
essential to the successful adaptation of educational products 
and practices now or previously performed by many federal agen- 
cies such as the National Diffusion Network, the Research and 
Development Utilization Program, and others. 
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OUTREACH SYSTEM COMPONENTS 

Table 7 provides an overview of the outreach mechanisms and acti- 
vities—in addition to the formal dissemination support groups intended 
to provide linkage and coordinate Interagency relations — that we have 
identified as Important elements in information sharing and diffusion of 
innovations. The table can only suggest some of the specific activities, 
1 inkage Ifunctions and/or roles, cost variables, and so forth, which are 
described- in the following pages* 

The new outreach support units considered essential at even the 

minimum outreach configuration are: 

^ An Outreach Unit in the Teacher Corps Washington program 
office to coordinate the work of national and regional 
support projects and maintain liaison with other Federal . 
dissemination agencies; 

A Teacher Corps Communications Project (TCCP) to provide 
information services to projects, regiorial units, and the 
program office; and 

^ A Teacher Corps Diffusion Project (TCDP) to provide training 
and technical assistance in all phases of dissemination to 
projects and other program units. 

If Teacher Corps program resources permit support of additional out- 

reach comportents at some middle level we recommend the establishment of 

another outreach support mechanism: 

Regional Outreach Support Networks in at least six georgraphic 
areas coinciding with or combining one or more of the ten De- 
partment of Education regions (see maps on page 52 to 54)^ 



The specifications of an optimal outreach system* at a maximum level of 
Teacher Corps program support, assume the existence of each of the support 
groups described above and the operation of a strong system of: 
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^ Regional Outreach Support Networks in eight geographic 
areas (combining the ten ED regions) with at least one 
full-time equivalent dissemination specialist for every 
ten Teacher Corps projects In the region (see Table 8 on 
page 51) and capable of performing many of the technical 
-assistance functions suggested for the Teacher Corps 
Diffusion Project in the minimuii level configuration. 

Detailed descriptions of the outreach system components, including 

the specific dissemination mechanisms and activities that constitute a 

given component, follow in the pages after Table 7, The basic data are 

repeated in each section (in full-size type for the benefit of the near- 

sighted). Annual cost estimates and five-year projections of costs are 

derived from the project funding figures recommended in Table 6 at 

minimum, rrjediun, and maximum levels of Teacher Corps outreach program 



support. 




TABLE 7. OlssciilMtlon Activities and Htchanlim Considered Ess«fit1«1 and/or Ootfim^ ft^r nifferent Levels of Te*cher Corps Outreach Support. 
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Regional Outreech Support Metworfcs facilitate 
Implementation of progrem outreKh performence 
standards by Teecher Corpi projects In region 


ReglOMi Outreech Support Nebrorlts coordinate 
Interectlon among Teecher Corps projects and 
Progrem Specialists to Khieve objectives 
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m%u obJ*ct1v« dttamlnUtlons of Prttjtct CMp* 
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project for educatlOftel RIO and OAU and malte 
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projects with the moft ootentlal for outreech 
end/or esslsting other Teecher COrpi Projects 


Reglonel Networfcs coUeberete wlljb Progrem Spe- 
clellsts In assessing cepebltltlet of projects 
tor educetlonel RAD and DIUi promote Interaction 
among projects, referrels for revlew/velldatlon, 
to facilitate ech1ev«eent of outreach objectives 


Reglonel NetMortts coordinate colleboretlon 
naong projects to Improve the cepeblHtles of 
ell to develop and Inclement effective school 
Improvement programs; provide llnltege with 
otfier educetlonel diffusion agencies /networks 


Training of project ptrsomal In tducatlOMi 
pn>diict nerttettng, llnttago functions, technical 
Kflftance to ado^tan In InpleMtntlng products 
and Prectlcest nenaging outreach progrtM, etc. 


Teecher Corps OlffUslon Project coordlnetes 
trelning within EO Regions; projects with hlqh 
cepebllUles In RIO end Wi receive supple^ 
mentel funding to esslst In regional trelning 


Regional Networlts coordlnete trelning within 
region and collaboration among projects, TCCP. 
TCDP> end TeKher Corp« Outreach Ihit to maxi- 
mize training effects reglonelly 


Reglonel Metworks conduct trelning and tech- 
nIceT esslstence to Improve outreach ceoa- 
bllltles of ell projects; provide llnltege 
with ell Teecher Corps outreech egencles 


Interaction betMeen grouvt of projects (region- 
ally or for thvMtlc prograv Intemts) for the 

ch^fic^ and fecllltate 6if}£jflMPtt4tion assistance 


Projects within reasonable proitlmlty awet 
perlodlcalty, e}tchen9e personnel or teams for 
trelnlngi projects with strong RIO and OAU 
caDebllltles esslst TCDP 


Regfonel Hetworlts fecllltete meetings of pro- 
jects and coordinate Information sharing; co- 
ordinate colleboretlon vMng projects In region- 
al "capacity building** for school Improvement 


Reglonel Networks conduct meetings of Projects 
for Information sharlpg end eitchange of pro- 
ducts end prectlces; provide llnltege ^Ith TCDP 
end other outreech resource egencles 


Prcperatlon of local InfonMtlon materials. In- 

1 1 HO 1 news ictivrs , arti c 1 bs , 1 ■ re 1 vases t 

etc*> for hpr^<xd of project Infoneitlon locelly 


Teecher Corps Connuni cations Project provides 
guidelines, "how-to** nater1a1s» and llnltage 
with local public infbmetlon agencies 


Regional Hetworlts coordlnete trelnlno of Project 
personnel In use of **how-to" materleis; provide . 
llnltage with TCCP end other Information agencies 


iteglonel Networlts provide trelning end tech- 
nlcel esslstence es needed for projects In the 
Preperatlon of effective Information materleis 


Preper«tlon of promotional. Instructional, end 

use In jj^ictf and i^Un«nt4t£<m activities of 
proJect-developH Innovations 


Projects with high RIO capability and OtU 
comnritmeftt receive supplementery funding for 
outreech; other projects get assistance from 
TCCP within funding limitations 


Regional Networks fecllltete collaboretlon bet- 
ween strong RAO/OlU projects end "edopter"* pro- 
jects; coordinate direct assistance to projects 
by TCCP. TCDP, educetlonel marltetlng groups 


Reglonel Networlts prwide technlcel assistance 
In materleis preperetlon or coore*1nate deliv- 
ery by TCCP and/or TCOP of hlghl; specialized 
educetlonel marketing services, and so forth 


Docunentatlon and evaluation to provide data on 
avTaCfice o* eTTecciwr,ns o* praouctsf practms^ 
for Review and Endorsement assessment process 


Local projects use IHC resources or those of 
neerty Teacher Corps projects with strong RAO 
cepebllUles; TCDP esslsts as possible 


Regtonal Metworlts coordlnete collaboretlon among 
projects es necessary to fecllltete Review and 
Networlt Endorsement processes 


Regional networks provide trelning end tech** 
nical esslstence In documantatlon and eval- 
atlon; direct Network Endorsement process 


Validation of evidence of effectiveness of prod- 
urtc and DrAirt4c#c nrKcr*Mlna for rwiM bv 
Joint OtsseMlnetlon Review Panel (JORR) 


TCDP provides referrels for any projects need- 
ing assistance (EO Regional offices. Teecher 
Corps projects with high RAO capabilities) 


Reglonel Itetworlts fecllltete validation process 
for regional Projects; provide referrals; for- 
ward validated products to program office 


Reglonel Networks provide trelning end tech- 
nical esslstence In velldetlon procedures; 
forwerd validated products to progrem office 


Presentations at locals state, regional^ end na- 

publication In professional Journals^ etc.* to 
gprtad fnfonnitlon and facilitate txchang^ 


All projects allocate resources to m*lte pres- 
entetlons to appropriate audiences^ the most 
productive projects receive supplemental 
funding far presentations and publication 


Regional Networks pnmiote pertlcfpetlon by pro- 
jects In regional meetings end colleborate with 
TCCP In malting effective use of Publication 
opportunities by Teacher Corp« projects 


Reglonel Netwcrks.conduct reglonel meetings 
In school Improvement and educational person. - 
nel training progrmiis; coordinate other 
regional and national Project presentations 


u 1 >>miin4 1 TDff vT innvVa 1 1 ve hiq ten 4 1 > vnrvvtf 

State or federally funded dissemination systems 
to stimulate t^chtmgff end ehoict activities 


All projects malte use of ERTC and slUllar 
state InfonMtlon systems or networis; ellgl- 
Die projects seen funding Tron nwj^ 


Regional Networlts fecllltete submdsslons by 
Projects to dissemination systems and maintain 
llnltage with state and reglonel agencies 


Regional Networks provide training and tech- 
nical assistance In accessing various systems: 
proviQe iinptage oetween projeccs ana ogentTes 


Operetlon of demonstration progrems (c1«ssrt>om£» 
InServlce centers etc.) to provide for ^xchang« 
end to fecllftate choi^ by potential adopters 


Atl projects conduct some demonstration activ- 
ities; most productive products get sui>r>1e<' 
mental funding from Teacher Corp4 program 


'Regional Networlts coordlnete collaboration among 
projects to maitlmize impact of demonstration 
activities by Teacher Corp« projects In region 


Regional Networks provide training and tech** 
nical assistance to Projects fn establishing 
demonstration programs; coordinate with NDN 


Providing on-site technical assistance to adop- 
ters In the inpt^menf^ti^ of or oject^ developed 
products and practices 


Eligible projects oet NON funding/, other pro- 
ductive projects wUh strong DKU/capabn 1 ties 
get supplementary pro-am fUndlng 


RegtonaT NetMorfcs facilitate collaboration amon<j 
adopter and demonstrator projects to Improve the 
capabilities of a11 to asslst<4doptersyAdaPters 


Regional Networks conduct training and tech- 
nical asslstafice to regional orojects to 
establish Implementation service capability 


CoMnerclal publUat^on of effective Project de-. 
veloped meterlals; nprvad^ fixrhangf't and iyhoifj^^ 
done by Publisher; ("rpl^ripntiition contrected 


Any project with cwmerclally attractive 
materials can get assistance fron Publishers; 
TCDP Provides referrals as possible 


Peg^onal l^works facllUate Interaction with 
projects and Publishers; coordinate technical 
assistance between projects and TCDP 


Regional Networks provide linkage between pro- 
Jects and publication specialists; maintain 
coordination with other Teacher Corps regions 




\ 
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K Establishment of Teacher Corps program outreach performance 
standards for adopter, developer, and demonstrator projects. 

Hi nimum : Teacher Corps Washington Outreach Unit issues specific^ 
performance standards and guidelines for collaborative! 
interaction ainong projects. 

Medium : Regional Outreach Suppbrt Networks facilitate imple- 
mentation of program outreach performance standards 
by Teacher Corps projects in region. 

Maximum : Regional Outreach Support Networks coordinate interaction 
among Teacher Corps projects and Program Specialists to 
achieve objectives. 

We recommend that Teacher Corps Washington promulgate a set of project 

outreach performance standards* direct projects to conduct formal appraisals 

of their readiness and capabilities for outreacIV, and require all projects 

to apply for one of three levels of differential support when they complete 

continuation grant applications for fiscal year 1982. Essentially, projects 

would be assigned to one of three categories of educational RSD/DSU capability 

after review of grant application data by a panel of Teacher Corps Washington 

f 

program staff personnel; maximum attention should, of cours^^e given 

to objective self-appraisal data supplied by projects but the program 

officials should strive to ensure that the evidence provided by projects 

demonstrates potential for achieving the standards established for each 

level. In general* we would suggest that specific check-list criteria be 

developed from the following broad sort of guideline statements: 

^ Developer/Demonstration Pro j ect s; these projects should provide 
strong evidence of commitcient and resource capabilities (in place 
or readily available) to plan and develop novel educational 
programs; conduct effective documentation and evaluation of the 
implementation of innovative programs to ensure that evidence 
of effectiveness can be validated; specify means for demonstrating 
innovative programs and disseminating information about them on 
a broad regional or national basis; detail resources to be com- 
mitted to maintaining innovations dnd to providing technical 
assistance to adopters (including adaptation in a wide range of 
educational settings) both among Teacher Corps projects and other 
educational audiences. 
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Regular/Service Projects ; These projects should provide 
convincing evidence of institutional commitment and^. resource 
capability to develop effective school improvement programs 
In the project LEA> to assess the effectiveness of products 
and practices^ and to provide and maintain effective demon- 
stration and dissemination services for potential adopters 
In the local area (state or region, as appropriate). \ 

^ Adopter Projects ; \these projects indicate a need (or ar^ 
judged b(y differential funding review panel to have a ne^d) 
for tral-ning and technical assistance In adapting innovative 
educational programs In the LEA schools and for 'increasing 
the capabilities of the IHE to provide effective school im^ 
provement programs to schools in the local and regional ar^a. 

■ \ 

When establ^ished^ the program of differential funding would \ 
make the resources of more productive Teacher Corps projects availabl^e 
to projects that needed the most help. At minimal levels of outreach; 
program support^ the ''personal linkage** between project personnel and \ 
dissemination resources (whether for drawing-upon or contributing-to) ^ 
will obviously be weak. A great deal of responsibility falls to ■ 
the proj,ects themsel ves because of the limited capability for linkage 
operations by the Teacher Corps l|1ffusion Project (TCDP) and Teacher 
Corps Communications Project (TCCP). Much of the assistance provided 
to adopter projects would have to come about through brokerage and/or * 
referrais conducted at a distance by the support project personnel 
striving to get the best **matches" among projects. Thus> the personal 
[linkage In the minimum outreach program will take place largely among 

project fSersonnel engaged in collaborative interaction with other project 

1 ' 

personnel, local information resource personnel > or other adopters. 

Even more critical to the success of a program of differential 
funding among Teacher Corps projects than the linkage capabilities of 
the TCDP and the TCCP^ In the minimum level outreach configuration, 
would be the effectiveness of the personnel who were assigned to the 
Teacher Corps Washington Outreach Unit. We have estimated annual 
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operating costs and projected costs for this group in terms of Department 
of Education personnel assignments rather than Teacher Corps program 
funding. 



Outreach Unit 

Teacher Corps Weshington 



Costs of assigning program 
staff personnel to monitor 
outreach support projects and 
provide liaison with Federal 
dissemination systems 



Estimated Annual Cost ' 

Minimum Medium Maximum 

I F.T.E. 2 F.T.E. 3 F.T.E, 

Costs Projected Over Five Years 

Federal Staff Person-Years 
5 10 15 



It has become increasingly clear to us during our study of Teacher 
Corps operations that the Federal program office should establish an Out- 
reach Unit to provide leadership and administrative control of the information 
sharing and validation/outreach activities. At a very minimum we recommend 
that a full-time program staff professional be assigned to provide leadership 
in outreach activity and accomplish the following responsibilities; 

^ Monitor the Teacher Corps Communication Project (TCCP) 

Monitor the Teacher Corps Diffusion Project (TCDP) 

Coordinate program relations with ED dissemination agencies and 
il 



professional educational associations 



DAC 

ERIC 

RDx 

ODRP/NDN 
RRC 

Education Practice File 
Equal Education 
Opportunity Program 



Teacher Centers 

ROEP 

AACTE 

NEA 

AFT , 

ATE 

NSDC 

CCSSO 



ASCD 

AASA 

NAESP 

NASSP 

etc. 



The following scenario, written by Fred Rosenau, gives a view of 
how a Teacher Corps Outreach Unit staff person might carry out such tasks. 



00 
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A DAY IN THE LIFE OF DEE ESS: 
A Teacher Corps Dissemination Scenario 

On a sparkling April day in 1981, Dee Ess, newly appointed Dissemination 
Specialist in the Washington office of Teacher Corps, rode Metro to her 
office. During the 20-minute ride, she had ample time to run over mentally 
some of the issues she knew were facing her in this, her third, week in a 
challenging new assignment* Above all, she knew that in two days she would 
be sitting down, for the first time, with the full Office of Educational 
Research and Improvement dissemination coordination committee whose minutes 
she had reviewed over the previous weekend. She had met, thus far, only two 
members of the conmittee— one of whom was the head of the dissemination and 
professional development group. But she had been engaged in a crash reading 
program to catch up on recent reports from the various technical assistance 
contractors and dissemination networks most likely to assure Teacher Corps 
of the kinds of help it would need in the year ahead. 

Opening her briefcase deftly so as not to jostle her seatmate, she began 

riffling through the long list of notes she had compiled for herself to try 

to attend to some of the many details needing her attention in the next few 

days. These included: 

^ Planning production of a very simple, perhaps computer-based 
and computer-printed, directory--updated and unillustrated— 
of all Teacher Corps projects for distribution to the ED 
Regional Offices, Teacher Centers, the Regional Exchanges, the 
ERIC Clearinghouse on Teacher Education, Regional Programs, 
state education agency inservice coordinators, state capacity- 
building projects, key offices on the Hill, all key offices in 
OERI, OESE» OSERS, etc. She made another.rote to see if it 
would be possible for the copies headed for the Hill to carry 
personal notes from the projects themselves... 



ERLC 
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^ Making arrangements to meet with the Teacher Center 
state coordinators at the next Teacher Center program 
workshop* 

^ Planning to cooperate with the Regional Offices for the 
next series of ESEA Title I workshops. 

^ Arranging for distribution, with a cover memo from the 
director of Teacher Corps, of Resources for Educational 
Program Improvement to Teacher Corps projects. 

^ Planning--and getting costs for--an insert for the ED 
newsletter on Teacher Corps dissemination activities in 
recent months. She felt this insert, on different color 
stock, would be an effective alternative to the former 
Teacher Corps INFORMATION bulletin. 

Arranging--via one of the OERI technical assistance con- 
tractors-*for help in improving the writing/editing/ 
production of the various locally produced Teacher Corps 
'newsletters*' which heretofore seemed distinctly un-newsy. 

^ Working with Basic Skills Coordinating Committee members 
to get selective basic skills information out to all 
projects--not just the basic skills cluster funded by the 
Basic Skills program. 

^ Linking state and regional Teacher Corps clusters to the 
next series of regional dissemination forums. 

^ Helping to move Teacher Corps output more quickly into RDx, 
the Urban Superintendents Network, and so on. 

Scheduling a meeting with the dissemination project director 
at the Council of Chief State School Officers. 

Making arrangen)ents to get the best TC videocassettes and 
audiotapes into the National Audiovisual Center for nationwide 
distribution. 

^ Meeting with the Office of Public Affairs to sitggest ideas 
for stories or features attractive to the editors of Education 
USA , Education Times , Teacher Education Reports , and other 
key media. 

^ Working with the editors of American Education to develop a 
Teacher Corps feature for f all ; she had already tossed out 
three possible sites that would entice journalists. 

^> 

^ Conferring with the OERI pijblication specialist about a 
possible third printing of School Learning Climate and 
Student Achievement * Should that Florida State University 
document be accessed only by ERIC, put on sale by the ERIC 
Clearinghouse, or placed with a nonprofit distributor? 
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Discussing with colleagues th,e notion of discouraging 
Teacher Corps projects from paying for exhibit booths 
at ATE, NEA, QUEST, AACTE, and similar conferences; 
instead, shouldn't Teacher Corps make a concerted effort 
to get on the programs of all significant professional 
meetings in the coming year? 

Collecting from Teacher Corps Program Specialists examples 
of "failures" and "successes" to be shared— after de- 
personalization--with all other projects (for example, 
materials, practices, how-tos, demonstrations that did/ 
didn't work out there). 

Querying her boss as to whether the Assistant Secretary 
for Public Affairs might ask the Secretary to visit in 
person a strong Teacher Corps site as a media event* 

Feeding tidbits to NSDC, ASCD, AACTE, Teachers' Centers 
Exchange, networks, ancl resource centers to maintain keen 
interest in Teacher Corps activities and accomplishments* 

Setting up a system to monitor all dissemination/service/ 
technical assistance providers to obtain publications of 
value and importance to Teacher Corps projects* 

Checking to see if Networking for Interagency Collaboration 
had yet turned up in ERIC so Teacher Corps projects could 
refer to it as needed* 

And, further along in the month, seeing if she could compare 
the costs of a Teachers' Centers Exchange workparty with 
those of a regional Title I meeting so she could make rec- 
ommendations as to which technique offered the mo$t cost/ 
beneficial potential for Teacher Corps projects* 

She would have continued riffling through her briefcase, but the Metro 

public address system was signalling, her station, so she closed the snap and 

headed for her office, wondering which item on her list should be dealt with 

first* As she walked along a line from an old Beatles song came into her 

mind--she wasn't Sure she had it quite straight but the words seemed to fit 

the task ahead— she'd get by, with a little help from her friends* 
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2. Supervision of project outreach performance: make objective de- 
terminations of project capabilities in educational R&D and/or 
commitment to ^SAJ; monitoring of product review/validation and 
achievement of dissemination objectives. 

Minimum : Program Specialists assess capability of each project 

for educational R&D and DMJ and make recommendations 
for differential funding of pl^ojects with the most 
potential for outreach and/or assisting other Teacher 
Corps projects. 

Medium : Regional Networks collaborate with Program Specialists 
in assessing capabilities of projects for educational 
R&D and DMJ; promote interaction among projects, refer- 
rals for review/validation, to facilitate achievement 
of outreach objectives. 

Maximum : Regional Networks coordinate collaboration among projects 
to improve the capabilities of all to develop and imple- 
ment effective school improvement programs; provide^ 
linkage with other educational agencies/networks. 

The other side of the coin in the system of differential funding (where 
projects with high capabilities in educational R&D/D&U help adopter projects) 
involves the responsibility for monitoring the performance of projects in 
meeting their stated outreach objectives, Ithat is; that the program standards 
for outreach activities are met by each project. * 

Certainly a radical departure from past practices, a system for differen- 
tiating among projects such as we have proposed, would result in some degree 
of turmoil among Teacher Corps projects, perhaps even charges of unfair treat- 
ment in the classification of some projects to regular/service or adopter 
status. We recommend that^the Teacher Corps Program Specialists, who are in 
fact charged with monitoring the performance of local projects, play a major 
role in assisting projects make objective assessments of their outreach poten- 
tial, then follow through as closely as possible in monitoring the achievement 
of project objectives in dissemination, and as necessary take steps to try /to 
adjust any real inequities. The Program Specialists should also maintain 
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close collaboration with the staff of the Outreach Unit and the various 
outreach support projects/networks, etc., in order to increase the like- 
lihood that projects will make better use of available resources. At the 
minimum level of outreach program support it would be necessary for Program 
Specialists to work closely together In monitoring the Interatlon among 
developer/demonstrator projects and adopter projects. At higher levels 
of Teacher Corps outreach program support, the Regional Networks could pleiy 
an increasingly larger role in the linkage, referral, brokerage, etc., 
functions that Program Specialists would be concerned about and, thereby, 
make somewhat easier the tasks of monitoring project outreach performance. 

We have not calculated any particular costs for this component of 
the Teacher Corps outreach system because supervision is so closely tied 
in with the relationship of Program Specialists with projects, a function 
that is incorporated In the program office operating costs. 



IS-, 
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3- Training of project personnel In educational product marketing, 
linkage functions, technical assistance to adopters in implement- 
ing products and practices, managing outreach programs, etc, 

> Minimum : Teacher Corps Diffusion Project coordinates training 

within ED Regions; projects with high capabilities ^ 
in RSD and HSU receive supplemental funding to assist 
In regional training. 

Medium: Regional Networks coordinate training within region 
and collaboration among projects, TCCP, TCDP, and 
Teacher Corps Outreach Unit to maximize training 
effects regionally. 

Maximum : Regional Networks conduct training and technical 
assistance to improve outreach capabilities of all 
projects; provide linkage with all Teacher Corps 
outreach agencies. 

The res^qnsiMVTtjes for training and technical assistance in outreach 

activities fall. In the minimum level of program outreach support, primarily 

to the TCDP and, to a lesser extent, to the TCCP, Regional Networks, however, 

j^ssume an Irjcreasing degree of responsibility for training as the level of 

program outreach support increases. Cost estimates and projections for the 

training component discussed here are limited to the TCDP and TCCP operations. 



Teacher Corps 
Communications Project 

Costs determined on the basis 
of staff person-years estimated 
to achieve production of various 
information jjutvvications and/or 
operation of systems at various 
levels of. support by Teacher 
Corps Washington 



Estimated Annual Cost 

Minimum Medium Maximum 

$ 210,000 $ 300,000 $ 390,000 

Costs Projected Over Five Years 

Federal Staff Person-Years 
$1,050,000 $1,500,000 $1,950,000 
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Wfe^j!:ecoiTimend that a Teacher Corps Coinmunications Project (TCCP) be 
established for a three- to five-year period through competitive responses 
to a Request for Proposal (RFP), a process that we believe will result fn 
securing the most competent personnel for the task of providing information 
services to projects, regional units, and the program office. Professional 
and support staff costs (including institutional overhead and facilities) 
are estimated on the basis of $60,000 per person-year. -Production costs 
for publications, services, a.nd so forth are estimated on the basis of 
anticipated volume. 

Mechanism or Activity Minimum Medium Maximum 

Project Staff (3, 4, 5 person-years) $180,000 $240,000^ $300^000 



Program Directory (Minimal, as at. 
present with basic data On projects; 
on project innovations, services, etc; 
at optimal level of outreach support 
the directory is part of computer 
database information system which 
can be updated periodically) 

Archive collection of program materials 
(storage, cataloging, etc.); collec- 
tion, exchange, clearinghouse services 
improve at different levels 

Catalog of project- developed products 
and practices; annual publication at 
minimum level to computerized data 
base Teacher Corps Practice F^le 
at optimal level of support 

Newsletter about promising practices, 
etc., 4, 6, or 10 issues at different 
levels of outreach^ support 



6,000 ^ 10,000 10,000 



10,000 20,000 30,000 



6,000 8,000 10,000 



8,000 12,000 20,000 



Direct communication service to projects 
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Teacher Corps Diffusion Project 



Costs detennined on the basis of 
staff person-years estimated to " 
achieve various levels of outreach 
support services to Teacher Corps 
projects and other units; support ^ 
from Teacher Corps Washington 



estimated Annual Costs 
Mini mum Med t um Max 1 mum 
$1 ,460,000 $1 ,750,000 $860,000 
Costs Projected Over Five Years 
* $7,300,000 $8,750,000 $4,300,000 



We recommend that a Teacher Corps Diffusion Project (TCDP) be established 
through competetive responses to an RFP issued by Teacher Corps for a three^ 
to five-year contract- We believe this process will secure the most competent 
personnel to perform the highly specialized services envisioned for this project; 
these include training and technical assistance in all phases of school improve- 
ment prograin planning, development, evaluation, adaptation, and dissemination/ 
At low levels of outreach program support, TCDP project personnel will focus 
more on coordinating the collaborative interaction among Teacher Corps projec s 
with different levels of capability for educational RSD and/or commitment to 
knowledge DSU to maximize the effects of program outreach. Funds should be 
alloted for direct support of assistance in cases where there are many more 
adopter projects in 2 given area that can be served by developer/demonstration 
projects in the region. As higher levels of support become possible, the TCDP 
would be increasingly able to provide direct service to projects rather than 
brokerage and referrals that would be characteristic of the minimum level of 
operations. Such services include; 

^ Assessment of educational products and practices for Project 
Review and Network Endorsement processes; 

^ Validation of the evidence of product effectiveness in the 
prescreening process for ODRP review; 

^ 

ISS 



* Maintaining linkage with state, regional* and federal dis 
semination systems, clearinghouses, and networks; 



^ Establishing means for improved D4U among Teacher Corps IHEs 
and other SCDEs throughout the country (alternatives include 
support of new unit within NDN or setting up a separate D&U 
program for IHEs); and 

* Assistance to projects in identifying potential audiences for 
dissemination, packaging educational materials, marketing 
practices, educational linkage functions, implementation 
assistance, and so forth^ 



Mechanism or Activity ^ 

Project Staff (6» 10, and 6 person- 
years; many technical assistance 
and training functions assumed by 
Regional Outreach Support Networks 
in optimal configuration) 

Consultant fees and travel for 
technical assistance in product 
assessment; program development, 
documentation, evaluation, denn 
onstration; marketing, packaging, 
and so forth (focus shifts to the 
regional networks capabilities at 
optimal level of support) 

Support for Teacher Corps projects 
with exceptional RiD capability 
and/or commitment to DAU to provide 
assistance to Teacher Corps projects 
with less capability (need diminishes 
with increase in capability of other 
outreach support units) 

Establishing and operating a system > 
for improving D4U school improve- 
ment'programs among Jeacher Corps 
IHEs and other SCDEs nationally 
(regional networks perform the 
function in optimal configuration) 

Training and technical assistance to 
projects* and increasingly as the 
levels of outreach support increase, 
to the Regional Outreach Support 
Networks . 



Levels of Program Support 
Mi n imum Medi um - Maximum 

$360 ,000 $600 ,000 $360*000 



300*000 ^ -500,000 200,000 



500,000 300,000 100*000 



100*000 200,000 100,000 



200*000 150,000 100*000 
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4, Interaction between groups of projects (regionally or for thematic 
prograrj Interests) for the spread and exchange of Information, to 
encourage choice and facilitate Irtiplementation assistance. 

Minimum : Projects within reasonable proximity meet periodically, 
exchange personftel or teams for training; projects with 
strong RSD and DiU capabilities assist TCDP, 

MeditJTi : Regional Netwdrks facilitate meetings of projects and 
coordinate Information sharing; coordinate collabora- 
tion among projects In regional Vcapacity building" for 
school improvement. 

Maximum: Regional Networks conduct meetings of projects for 
information sharing and exchange of products and 
practices; provide linkage with TCDP and other out- 
reach resource agencies. 

The system of Teacher Corps regional networks that operated through mid- 

1980, as we indicated at the beginning of this report, was to have played a 

central part In the information sharing and dissemination systems for Teacher 

Corps, M?r»y of our advisors^i although certainly not ^11, judged that the 

regional network system provided definite benefits to project operations and 

had potential for providing the stimulus for outreach-^through peer pressure. 

Institutional^ rivalry, professional Interdction, and the like'-that Is missing 

when projects work in Isolation from one another. One reviewer stated that the 

regional networks spread thp program resources too thinly whereas another thought 

i 

our ca?e for a minimal outreach system without the personal linkage supplied 
by network interaction was "fatally flawed," Special purpose groups of projects, 
such as the Youth Advocacy Loop and Research Adaptation Cluster, also provided 
for professional stimulation, although the potential for facilitating outreach 
activities was not so read*Ty apparent. 

Our recommendations for the system of Regional Outreach Support Networks, 
defined below, should -not . however, be construed to mean that we advocate simply 
reestablishing the previous jregional network system, Thcfugh some of the networks. 
In our judgment, helped projjects prepare for the "future" tasks of institutional- 
ization abd outreach'-and did very creditable jobs in training, establishing 
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liaison with state dissemination agencies, providing linkage for projects with 
Information resources^ and so forth— others did nothing. We recommend that 
any future Teacher Corps Investment In networking be made solely on the basis 
of providing means for the best available training and technical assistance in 
all the elements of developing and "delivering" successful school Improvement 
programs. We imake no recommendations with regard to the special purpose groups 
of projects; these seem to us to have less Impact upon the larger challenge of 
Teacher Corps program outreach that Is our primary concern. 



Regional Outreach Support Networks Estimated Annual Costs 

/ Medium Maximum 

Costs deterTnlned-' on the basis of $3»034»000 to $4»329»500 to 

different ratios' of Network staff $3»124»000 $4»452»000 
personnel to prjajects In various 

regional configttrations; the Costs Projected Over Five Years 
basic principle Is to concentrate 

help where it is most needed $21»398,000 $30,719»000 



0 

In order to ensure that the most qualified educational linkage/personnel 
available are given the opportunity to assist Teacher Corps projects prepare 
for and conduct outreach activities^ we recommend that a system of Regional 
Outreach Support Networks be established through competitive proposals in 
response to a procurement Issued to a broad range of educational agencies 
able to operate outreach support programs. We would not limit eligibility 
for competing for the network extracts (or grants) to IHEs because of the 
specialized nature of educational dissemination. The qualifications needed 
for effective outreaph linkage are hot necessarily limited to teacher educators 
in SCDEs and Teacher Corps should endeavor to secure the most competent person- 
nel for this vital task. 
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We suggest that the boundaries of the Teacher Corps network system follow^ 
at least generally^ those of the Department of Education's regions to increase 
the potential for coordinating effort with other Federally supported programs 
administered or supported regionally. A regional Teacher Corps network system, 
however, is not considered feasible at the minimum level of program outreach 
support* In that situation we recommend that differential funding (discussed 
on pages 28 to 30) be set up to provide additional funding for projects that 
have more capability in educational R&D and/or commitment to DSU to assist 
other projects. 

The variation in the cost estimates for the mediun and maximum outreach 
programs is based upon different ratios of the number of full-time equivalent 
(FTE) network professional staff personnel to the number of Teacher Corps 
projects in each region (1:15 and 1:10 respectively). Table 8 indicates the 
number of personnel who would be involved in three different regional config- 
urations (see also the maps on pages 52 to 54). As the number of Teacher 
Corps projects in a given region varied over the years, the FTE ratio could be 
adjusted without much disturbance in the continuity of personnel. For exariple, 
if the number of projects in ED Region IV were to increase from 20 to 23 the 
regional network staff could be increased from 2.0 to 2.3 FTE staff by 
contracting for the part-time services of an available educational linkage 
specialist. The same principle would work in reverse but» to ensure continuity, 
no region would ever have fewer than one (1.0 FTE) network staff person. The 
estimated cost of the regional network system is determined on the basis of 
$20,000 or $25,000 per project served (medium and maximum support levels) 
plus a personnel allowance of $25,000 for each FTE staff person, prorated as 
necessary. Other costs are estimated on a national basis although there 
would Hkely be regional variation. (Text continues on page 55.) 
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TABLE 8 . 



Number of Teacher Corps Regional Outreach Support Network 
Professional Staff Personnel in Ratios of 1:15 and 1:10 to the 
Number of Projects in Three Configurations of Department of Education Regions 



Ten ED and TC Regions 
(Map on page 52) 


Eight TC Regions 
' (Map on page 53 ) 


Six TC Regions 
(Map on page 54) 


Regions 


Number 
of 


Network 
Staff Ratio 


Regions 


Number 
of 


Network 
Staff Ratio 


Regions 


Numher 

of 


Network 
Staff Ratio 




Projects 


1:15 


1:10 


Projects 


1:15 


1:10 








Projects 


1:15 


1:10 


, 1 


10 


1.0 


1.0 


1 


10 


1.0 


1.0 




24 


1.6 


2.4 


11 


14 


1.0, 


1.4 


2 


14 


1.0 


1.4 


111 


15 


1.0 


1.5 


3 


15 


1.0 


1.5 
















20 


1.3 


2.0 


4 


20 


1.3 


2.0 








20 


1.3 


2.0 


m^—i 

V 


22 


1.5 


2.2 


5 


22 


1.5 


2.2 






3 


37 


2.5 


3.7 


VI 


17 


1.1 


1.7 


6 


17 


1.1 


2.7 






4 


23 ^ 


1.5 . 


2.3 , 


VII 


6 


1.0 


1.0 




13 


1.0 






1 




vni 


7 


1.0 


1.0 


1.3 






5 


12 


1.0 


1.2 


IX 


16 


1.1 


1.6 




21 


1.4 


2.1 






6 


16 


1.1 : 


1.6 


X 


5 


1.0 


1.0 















Total .432 11.0 14,4 122 9.3. 13.2 - 132 ' 6.5 9.5 




FIGURE 1. Distribution of Teacher Corps Projects in Ten ED Regions, 
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REGION II 

New Jersey 
New York 
Puerto Rico 
Virgin Islands 



REGION III 




Delaware 


1 


District of Columbia 
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Maryland 




Pennsylvania 


6 


Virginia 


4 


West Virginia 
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ro 
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REGION IV 

Alabama 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
South Carol ina 
Tennessee 



In this configuration the Teacher Corps Regional Outreach Support Networks coincide with The Department 
of Education regions; I (Boston), II (New York), III (Philadelphia), IV (Atlanta), V (Chicago), VI (Dallas) 
yil (Kansas City), VIII (Denver), IX (San Francisco), and X (Seattle). 



FIGURE 2- Distribution of Teacher Corps Projects in Eight Regions, 
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REGION VII 
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REGION III 
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Arizona 
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Arkansas , 1 
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Oklahoma 2 
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REGION IV 

Alabama 
Florida 
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Mississippi 
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S(fUth Carolina 
Tennessee 



In this configuration the Department of Education Regions VII (Kansas City) and VIII (Denver) are 
combined into a single Teacher Corps Regional Outreach Support Network as are Regions IX (San 
Francisco and X (Seattle); the*, remaining Networks coincide with the ED Regions- 




Distribution of Teacher Corps Projects In Six Regions. 
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In this configuration Department of Education Regions I (Boston) and II {New York) are combined, as are 
Regions III (Philadelphia) and V (Chicago)* Regions VI (Dallas) and VII (Kansas City)* and Regions VIII 
(Denver) and X (Seattle). Regions IV (Atlanta) and IX (San Francisco) remain as separate units. 
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Of the six possibilities (two ratios In three configurations) we Judge 
that {given the present distributior)'of projects ^throughout, the countjy^) the'^ 
optimal system of networking and outreach linkage would be provided by having 
one FTE staff person for every 10'*projects in eight Teacher Corps regioOs. 
Combining ED Regions VII with VIII and IX with X, although the geographic 
areas (see Figure 2, page 53) are large indeed, Is more economical in terms ^ 
of the ratio of network staff to projects served. In ^adtfitlon, the cities 
of Denver and San Francisco, where the Network staff would likely be located, 
both have superior transportation facilities to compensate for the distances 
between some of the more remote projects. Although at a 1:15 ratio it would 
take only 9.3 FTE network staff to serve these eight regions, it was the 
consensus amon^ur advisors and reviewers that the Executive Secretaries, 
in the previous Teacher Corps regional configuration of 12 networks, couTd 
serve about 10 projects most efficiently. 

The estimated annual costs of this outreach component are stated in 
terms of options depending upon the ratio of FTE netwoVk staff professionals 
to the number of projects (out of 132) served. , ' 



Levels of Outreach Program Support 



Mechanism or Activity 
(Minimum level not included) 



Medium 



Maximum 



Basis for Network Budget, per project 
Ratio of Staff FTE per project 

Ten Regions; 132 projects 
Il.O and 14.4 FTE 



Eight Regions; 132 projects 
9.3 and 13.2 FTE 



$ 20,000 

1:15 

$2,640,000 
220 .000 
$2,860,000 

$2,640,000 
186 .000 



$ 25,009 

1:10 

$3,300,000. 

360 .000 
$3,660,000 

$3,300,000 
. 330,000 
$3,630,000 
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Medium / Maximum 

... ■ ■ . ■ >' ■ 

Six Regions; 132 projects $2,640,000 $3,300,000 

6.5 and 9.5 FTE 130.000 . 237 .500 

%rXn\m^ $^,557,500 

, Support for Deans Councils (allowances* $' 132,000 $ 396,000 

- of $1,000 or $3,000 for each project) * 

V_/ ^ - • ■ ^. ■' 

Support- for Superintendents Councils* $ 132,000 $ 396,000 

♦Regarded by some reviewers as a politically astute investment for in- 
stitutionalization and outreach but by others as simply window dressing or 
boondoggles. " ju • - 

The five-year projections are based upon an eight region configuration 
and include the following variables: 



Levels of Outreach Program Support 

Medium Maximum 

Per Project Operating Budget $ 20,000 $ 25,000 i 

Ratio of Network FTE Staff 

to Projects in Region - 1:15 1:10 

Allowame for Deans Council, $ r,000 $ ^ 3,000 

per Project 

Allowance for Superintendents $ 1,000 $ 3,000 

Council, per Project 

\ 

J 

- The estimate for each year (below) Includes the costs for each of the 
factors above and network staff costs for the nunber of projects indicated: 
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(5taff 




staff 




Fiscal Year 


No. Project 


s FTE 


1 .Medium * 


FTE 


Maximum 


1982 


172 


11.5 


$s4,014,000 


17.2 


$ 5,762,000 


1983 


*212 


14.1 


4,946,000 


21.2 


7,102,000 


1984 


173 


11.5 


4,036,000 


17.3 


5,795,000 


1985 


160 


10.7 


3,734,000 


16.0 


5,360,000 


1986 


20P 


■ 13.4 


4.668.000 


20.0 


6.71^.000 


» 




TOTALS 


$21,398,000 




$30,719,000 
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5. Preparation of 1 ocal. infomiftilo/i'' material s, including newsletters, 

articles^, media releases^ etc. for iprjead^of project information 
locally. . . . . , 



Minimum : Teacher Corps C<>pmuniceitions PrbsJect proviijes .guide- 
lines, **how-t6** materials,, and Hnkage with local 
public^iftfonnation- agenctei/ , _ 



' . Medium : Regional Networks coordinate training" of project 
' * personnel in use ol-^il'how-to" materials; provide 

linkage with TCCP and other information agencies. 

Maximum : Regional Networks provide training and^technt^al ^ 
assistance as needed for projects ii> the prepara-^ ' * 
tion of effective information materials. ^ 

The next four, Teacher Cbrps outreach system components inrolve cost 

estimates and projections of funds that we recommend be allocated (that is/ 

set aside) for expenditure in each Teacher Corps project budget; we. are not 

discussing **new** or "additional" program "funds but rather the allotment of 

specific miniipum proportions of each project's budget to carry Dut ^important 

outreach activities at particular times. Thus, the cost figures are directly 

related to the demonstration/dissemination mandate of the Teacher Corps but 

are not really separate from the program funding amounts authorized and/or 

appropriated by the Congress each year. 



Teacher Cor^s ^roje^t * Estimated Anntial Costs 

Local Information Materials 

Ml n imum Medi um Maximum 

Annual costs calculated at 

2, 3, and 4 percent of average $528, OQO $792,000 $1,056,000 

annual project budget estimated 
to be $200,000 for each of 132 

project; projections based on Costs Projected Oyer Five Years 

the assumed n^imber of projects ^ (Allocated from project grant funds) 

operating over the five-year 

period (1982-86) $1,834,000 $2,751,000 .$3,668,000 



■58- ' 



The -iiPportflnce of effective communications between Teacher, Cprps projects 

and local corrniunUy groups (parents, civic lesaders, taxpayer organizations, 

etc.) has been welV established in practice. Teacher Cbrpfl projects tbrough- 

out the country have experienced improved community relations by publishing 

an<fSlistributing print materials, producing njedia presentations for public 

meetings, and so forth. Among such materials are the following: 

Newsletter ^ .Radio and television 

presentations (audio 
Community Council- election guides and videotispesj 

Project information brochures ^ Informational pesters 



Slide-%ape presentations about ^ Project reports 

proj ec? ^'t i V i t i es 



We recomniend that all Teacher Corps projects (Receive guidance iP the preparation 
of public information materials to enhance public acceptance of project efforts. 

Our calculations were based on the assunption thfg^ (given past practices) 
over the five years of a project's lif6 the average annual budget would be 
$200,000.* An average project expenditure of two percent of its annual budgets 
$4,000 per year on local public information, is not regarded as more than a" 
very minimal investment to reach an audience that is crucial to institutionali- 
zation of a project's program. The projections for 198271986 were based upon 
the following factors; 

Total Total ' Total 

g $2.,000 & $3 ,000 e $4 ,000 

$ 316,000 $ 474,000 $ 632,000 

318,000 477,000 636,000 

400,000 600, OOO 800,000 

320,000 , ■ 480,000 640,000 

24b, 000 ^ , 360,000 480,000 

160, OQO 240,000 320,000 ' 

80,000 120,b00 160,000 . 



Program 
Cvcl e 


Number of 
Projects 


Number of 
Years 


78 


79 


2 


79 


53 ■ 


3 ■ 


' 81 


40 


S 


82 


40 


4 


83 


40 


3 


84 


40 


2 


85 


40 


1 



ERiC 



* The program Bui es and Regul ations. state that the maximum amount a project 
might receive over five years is $1,100,000, or an average of $220,000. 

2rr< 
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6. Preparation of promotional, Instructional, and support materials 
for spread and exchange and use In choice and implementation 
activities and project-developed innovations. 

Minimum : Projects with high R4D capability and DiU commitment 
receive. supplementary funding for outreach; other 
projects get assistance from TCCP within funding 
limitations. 

Medium : Regional Netorks facilitate collaboration between 
strong R4D/D4U projects and '^adopter" projects; 
coordinate direct assistance to projects by TCCP, 
; TCDP, educational marketing groups. 

Maximum : Regional Networks provide technical assistance in 

materials preparation or coordinate delivery by TCCP 
^ and/or of highly specialized educational mSlrketing 

services, and so forth. 

This outreach system component also involves the allocation of local project 
budgets rather than program funds although, with a system of differential 
funding, the developer/demonstrator projects end up spending more on dissemi 
nation materials than will the adopter projects.^ For projecting theocosts, 
however, we have relied upon average figures for all projects to. arrive at 
an estljnate of the total of project budget monies that we recommend be allo- 
cated to this component. 



Teacher Corps Project 
Dissemination Materials 



Estimated Annual Costs 
(for 132 Projects) 



Annual costs calculated" at 4> 6, 
and 8 percent of the average 
fourth and fifth year budgets of 
132 projects; average annual project 
budget estimated^at $15D>000; pro- 
jections based on the number of 
projects operating in fourth and 
f1*fth years of program c;ycle in 
1982-1986 



Mi nimum 



Medium 



Max i mum 



$792 ,000 $1 ,188 ,000 $1 ,584 ,000 

Costs Projected Over Five Vears 
(Allocated from project grant runds) 

$2,304,000 $3,456,000 $4,608,000 
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As Teacher cWps projects undertake outreach activities they will have 
to prepare a variety of promotional, informational, and **how-to" materials to 
facilitate adoption and adaptation* Emrick and Peterson (1978) have defined 
such materials ("brochures, manuals, workbooks, handbooks, filmstrips, video- 
tapes, and other hard-copy or mediated presentations of information'*) in three 
categories: 

^ Descriptive materials : printed matter, visual displays, and 
other hard-copy information designed to communicate what the 
new knowledge, product or practice is, how it can be used, and 
what benefits will accrue from use\ 

^ Instructional materials : the textbooks, workbooks, audiovisual 
sequences, and other items which make up the basic curriculum 
or content of the educational process (curriculum materials that 
are not central to the innovation are classified as support 
material's^! 

^ Sup&ort materials : printed matter, audiovisual aids, and other 
informational components that occupy a background or optional 
status; support materials include elements of an innovation's 
curriculum, management, and implementation that are neither 
central to the innovation nor essential to its utilization* 

The capability of projects to produce such materials may be closely related, we 
suspect, to the general level of productivity in educational R&D. Thus, in a 
Teacher Corps prpgram of minimum outreach effort we would not expect more than 
a third of all projects to (1) develop really, iltifovative school improvement or 
educational personnel training programs or (2) need technical assistance to 
prepare dissemination materials. 

In arriving at the estimated annual cost that existing projects should 
allocate to the production and delivery of dissemination materials we assumed 
that an average budget for Teacher Corps projects In the fourth year would be 
$175,000 and in the fifth year $125,000; we took the average for the two years, 
$150,000, and calculated the minimum, medium, and maximum levels of expenditures 

F 

by projects at four, six, and eight percent of the total for 132 projects. To 
arrive at a five-year projection ofthe costs of dissemination materials we 
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noted (from Table 6) that only Programs 78, 79, 81, and 82 would have projects 
in their fourth and fifth years during 1982-1986. Using an annual average 
budget of $150,000, we again calculated the amounts to be allocated at four, 
six, and eight percent. 



No. of No. of Level of Outreach Support 

Projects Projects Total No. 

Program iji 4th in 5th of Project- Minimum Medium Maximum 

Cycle Year Year Years C$6,000) ($9,000) ($12,000) 



78 7-9 79 158 $ 948,000 $ 1,422,000 $ 1,896,000 

79 53 53 106 636,000 954,000 1,272,000 

81 40 40 80 480,000 720,000 960,000 

82 40 - 40 240,000 36,000 480,000 
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7* Documentation and evaluation to provide data on evidence of effective- 
ness of products/practices for Review and Endorsement assessment process. 

Mi nimum : Local projects use IHE resources or those of nearby 
Teacher Corps projects with strong RSD capabilities; 
TCDP assists as possible* 

Medium; Regional Networks coordinate- collaboration among 

projects as necessary to facilitate Review and Network 
Endorsement processes. 

Maximum : Regional Networks provide training and technical assis- 
tance in documentation and evaluation; direct Network 
Endorsement process. 

This component also involves the allocation of project funds, and as with 
the previous system component, would vary considerably among individual project 
because of differential funding. 

This component, and even more so the following one on (itr^duct validation, 

provides a great deal of contention among our consultants and advisors. Advice 

for allocating Teacher Corps funds for product review, endorsement, and/or 

validation ranges from "nothing" to "whatever it takes.'* We are always brought 

up short by the question, "What does Teacher Corps want its projects to do?" 

Without clear guidelines on expectations for outreach performance by projects^ 

we are not able to provide a precise answer to the question and others of the 

sort that it elicits, such as: 

"Are all projects expected to pVoduce products and p;actices that 
will have national significance?" 

"How fmjch scrutiny is 'enough' in determining the effectiveness of 
an inservice teacher education program or similarly complex 
educational i nnovation?" 

Until such time as there are clear guidelines we have resorted to calculation 

of cost estimates that assume an average "reasonable" investmeM in program 

documentation and evaluation. With ma-ny projects eliminating the staff posi- 

tion of docunientor/evaluator--our own notion is that many could benefit from 

adding writer-editors to project staff--the situation will remain unclear 

until guidelines are promulgated; 
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Project Documentation and 
Evaluation of Programs 

Annual costs calculated at 10, 15, 
find 20 percent of the average second 
dnd third year budgets of 132 projects; 
average annual budget estimated at 
$250,000; projections based on the 
number of projects in the second and 
third years of operation in 1982-1986 



Estimated Annual Costs 
{For 132 Projects) 

Minimum Medium Maximum 

$3,300,000 $4,950,000 $6,600,000 

Costs Projected Dver Five Years 

{Allocated from. project grant funds) 
$8,325,000 $12,487,500 $16,650,000 



If the Teacher Corps is to become a program demonstrating "exemplary" 

school improvement and educational personnel development programs then it is 
1 

absolutely |imperative that projects systematically collect, analyze, and act 
upon evaluative data to assess the effects of their products and practices. 
There can be no plausible evidence of effectiveness if some measurements of 
^' change are not made against baseline data. Without any evidence of effec- 
tiveness no reasonably skeptical educator will seriously entertain the prospects 
of adoptirlg an educational program. 

Chjr estimates of the costs of documentation and evaluation {discussed 
here as an outreach component although both are already incorporated in 
project budgets for program development ^nd implementation) are based upon 
the assumption that at least ten percent of the developmental effort of a 
Teacher Corps project ought to be allocated for these functions to ensure 
adequate evidence of program effectiveness. We assume an average project 
budget, in the second and third development/training years, of $250,000. 
The estimates of 10, 15, and 2D percent of these annual budgets (for the 
minimum, mediun, and maximum levels), are based upon a minimum allocation 
of $20,000 for project staff salaries^for documentation and evaluation and 
$5,0D0 for specialized assistance in evaluation. We. judge that this amount 
will provide a minimally effective job of documentation and evaluation and 
that additional investment by projects will yield even better returns in 
the plausibility of claims of effectiveness. 
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The five-year projections take into account the following factors: 

No. of No. of Level of Outreach Support 

Projects Projects Total No. 
Program 1n 2nd in 3rd of Project- Minimum Medium Maximum 

($25.000) ($37,500) ($50.000) 

$1 »325 .000 $1 »987»500 $2 »650.Q00 

2»Q00.000 3.000.000 4.000»000 

2»000 »000 3 . 000 . 000 4 »000 . 000 

2.000.000 3»000»000 4»000»000 

1 . 000 »000 1 . 500 . 000 2 »000 »000 



Cycle 


Year 


Year 


Years 


79 




53 


53 


81 


40 


40 


80 


82 


40 


40 


80 


83 


40 


40 


80 


84 


40 




40 
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8. Validation of evidence of effectiveness of products and practices 

as prescreenlng for review by Joint Dissemination Review Panel (JDRP) 

Minimum : TCOr provides referrals for any projects needing 
assistance (ED Regional offices, Teactier Corps 
projects with high R&o capabilities) 

Medium : Regional Networks facilitate validation process 
for regional projects; provide referrals; forward 
validated products to program office. 

Maximum : Regional Networks provide training and technical 
assistance in validation procedures; forward 
validated products to program office. 

The amounts of project budget funds to be allocated that are suggested 
here, as with the previous. two components, will vary from project to project 
because of differential funding. But rather than just project average program 
calculations in estimating the investment to be made in product validation, we 
have tried to estimate just how many Teacher Corps members are likely to seek 
JORP*s exemplary designation for the educational products they have developed 
in their projects. 

The nurrtoers niay appear low to some readers; we base our judgment that 
Teacher Corps projects will not seek JDRP approval in large numbers on (1) 
past experience with the Teacher Corps program. (2) the information given us 
about project intentions by the Executive Secretaries of the former regional 
networks, and (3) the prediction by some observers that the JDRP Itself may be 
radically altered or abolished in the reasonably near future. 



Validation of Evidence of 

Product/Practice Effectiveness Estimated Annual Costs 

Annual costs estimated on the basis Minimum Medium Maximum 

of 10, 15, and 25 percent of . 26 

projects (approximately one-third of $ 6,000 $ 8,000 $ 14,000 
the Program 78) spending $2,000 for 

validation assistance; projections Costs Projected Over Five Years 

are based on the same proportion of (Allocated from project grant funds) 
projects in 5th year of operation 

between 1982 and 1986 $ 12.000 $ 18,000 $ '^2.000 
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Our Interaction with Teacher Corps project personnel has led us to con- 
elude that, without external stimulus such as the peer pressure provided by 
the regional or special purpose group of projects, very few of them are likely 
to submit evaluation data on their products or practices to the Joint Dissemi- 
nation Review Panel (JDRP). It Is possible, given future budget restrictions, 

t^hat more projects than has been the case up to now will come to recognize the * 

i 

potential for support of outreach actlvites through the National Diffusion Net- 
work (NDN) and^^'^eek exemplary status for their Innovations from the JDRP, the 
criterion for NDN consideration. We doubt, however, if It would be a signifi- 
cantly larger proportion. Our projections of resources necessary to support 
validation, therefore, are based upon the following assumptions about how projects 
are likely to behave under varying circumstances of program outreach support* 



Minimum Level 



Medium LeVel 



Maximum Level 



Very few projects would 
seek to have products/ 
practices validated; 
although the Teacher 
Corps Outreach Project 
(If establ ished) could 
provide referrals for 
assistance with the pre^ 
screening process for 
JDRP submission we doubt 
If more than 10 percent 
of all projects would 
undertake the effort 



With some additional "peer 
pressure for the assess- 
ment of product effective- 
ness (depending on the 
"strength" of regional 
network activity) we 
would expect that the 
proportion of projects 
seeking validation could 
rise to 15 percent 



A strong system of 
regional networks 
would both .stimulate 
projects to undertake 
validation and assist 
them in the process; 
we would expect that 
as many as 25 percent 
of all projects would 
prepare JDRP submis- 
sions 



For both the estimated annual costs and the five-year projections we assume that 
only one-third of the projects will ever have products and practices developed to 
the point where evidence of effectiveness could be reviewed by the JDRP. We esti- 
mate that the cost of technical assistance for product validation would average 
about $2,000. Thus, one-third of the seventy-nine Program 78 projects, 26 might 
be expected to have evaluation data that could be reviewed by the JDRP. If ten 
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percent of the (rounded up to 3) sought JORP approva] we would estimate 
an expendlturJJ of project funds of $6,000 for prescreenfng assistance. In 
the five year period 1982 to 1986 the numbers of projects in each program 
cycle in the fifth year is as follows: 

Estimated Number of Submissions 



Pr^ogram 
Cycle 


No. of 

Projects 
in 5th 
Year 


One-third 
with Oata 
Suitable 
for OORP 


Level 
MlniiDUiD 
(10%) 


of Outreach Support 
Hedium MaxiiDum 
. (15%) (25%) 


78 


79 


26 


3 


4 7 


79 


53 


18 


t 


3 5 


81 


40 


13 


1 


t 4 



6 9 16 



X. 



21 
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9. Presentations at locals state» regional^ and national meetings of 
educational organizations and publication in professional journals* 
etc., to spread information and facilitate exchange. 

Minimum : All projects allocate resources to make presentations 
to appropriate audiences; the most productive projects 
receive supplemental funding for presentations and 
publication. 

Medium : Regional Networks promote participation by projects 
in regional meetings and collaborate with TCCP in 
making effective use of publication opportunities by 
Teacher Corps projects. 

Maximum : Regional Networks conduct regional meetings In school 

improvement and educational personnel trainijig programs; 
coordinate other regional and national project presenta- 
^ tions. 

The cost estimates and projections for the next two outreach system com- 
ponents are based upon proportions of the amounts recommended for shifting 
among projects in the differential y^stem of grant awards. Thus, we are again 
looking at the prescribed allocation of authorized program funds rather than 
additional support necessary to operate the outreach y^stem. 

The presumption behind the diminution of amounts shifted among the pro- 
jects at the higher levels of outreach program Support is that, as the support 
projects and regional networks become more efficialit in improving the capabilities 
of all projects to develop and Implement effective school improvement programs, 
there will be less need for additional grant support to support the technical 
assistance provided at the lowest level of outreach program support by the 
developer/demonstrator projects. 

The national impact of this component of the Teacher Corps dissemination 
system would, we judge, be enhanced considerably, particularly at the minimum, 
level of support for outreach, if the most productive projects received sup- 
plemental funding for the costs incurred in travel to professional organization 
meetings and for personnel resources invested in preparing articles, reports. 



213 
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etc* > for publication In education journals* Table 6 makes clear that dif- 
ferential funding of projects* moreover^ need not have any effect upon the 
overfill level of program funding If the reduction* In funding levels for 
low-level producing adopter projects Is transferred to the more productive 
developer/demonstration projects* (The amounts suggested In the three levels 
decline as they go from the minimum to maximum because the regional network 
system would provide training and technical assistance In these activities 
and pick up some of the "slack*") 



Presentations at educational 

meeting£ and publication in Estimated Annual Costs 

education journals 

Minimum Medium Maximum 

Estimates of annual costs (Program funds reallocated among 176 projects) 

based on average of 57 

projects using 25 percent $ 743,750 $ 601,250 $ 387,500 

of average amount of grant 

funds shifted among 176 Costs Projected Over Five Years * 

projects; five-year ore- (Program funds reallocated among all projects) 

jectibns follow same formula 

using data on projects and $4,037,500 $3,285,000 $2,156,250 

funding shifts from Table 6 



To project the resources to be allocated for this outreach component we 
have assured that approximately one^ fourth of the amount shifted among projects 
through differential grant funding (Table 6 on page 29) would be utilized for 
presentations and publication activity* (The remaining three- fotirths would be 
allocated for the three outreach system components discussed next: dissemina- 
tion of innovations via established dissemination systems, operation of demon- 
stration centers, and providing technical assistance to adopters*) The cost 
data above simply represent 25 percent of the amounts recommended for shifting 
among projects* The. arrftual cost estimates are equal to one^fourth of the 
amounts to be shifted among 176 operating Teacher Corps projects in Fiscal 
year 1982* The 57 most productive projects would receive additional support 
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to share information with other educators. The projections of costs 
over the next five years have been calculated in exactly the same viayi 
the figure of $2,156,250 is equal to one-fourth of the sum of the amounts 
transferred among projects in the maximum level of outreach program support 
for the period 1982-1986. 
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10. Dissemination of Innovative materials through state or federally 
funded dissemination systems, to stimulate exchange and choice 
activities. 

Minfmum : All projects make use of ERIC and similar state 

information systems or networks; eligible projects 
*seek funding from NON. 

i' 

Medium; Regional Networks facilitate submissions by projects 
to dissemination systems and maintain linkage with 
stat^^and regional agencies. 

Kaximum : Regional Networks provide training and technical 
assistance in accessing various !iyst?ms; provide 
linkage between projects and agencies. 

. 

The data underlying the cost estimates for this outreach system compo* 
nent were calculated in the same way as they were for the previous v*ct1v1ty, 
presentations and publication* 



Dissemination Through Existing 

State and Federally Funded Estimated Annual Costs 

Dissemination Systims 

Minimum Medium \ Maximum 

Estimates of annual costs (Program funds reallocated among 176 projects) 
based on average of 57 

projects using 5 percent . $ 148,750 $ 120,250 $ 77,500 

of average amount of grant 

funds shifted among 176 Costs Projected Oyer Five Years 

projects; five-year pro- (Program funds reallocated among all projects) 
jections follow same formula 

for years 1982-1986 $ 808,25D $ 657,D0D $ 431,25D 



This outreach system component would also benefit from differerttial 
funding of Teacher Corps projects because those projects that were the most 
productive would have the most to disseminate. The lower costs, however, of 
utilizing existing dissemination systems (such as ERIC, NDN^ RDx, or the state 
dissemination programs established by the NIE State Dissemination Grants 
Program) will not require extensive expenditures of either Teacher Corps pro- 
gram or project funds. The estimates for annual and five-year cost?^ above 
were determined in the same way as those for the preceding component (presen- 
tations and publication) except that we assumed that five percent of the total 

2U] ^ 
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amounts shifted among projects would be sufficient for this activity. 
Most of the expenditures anticipated for this component would be for 
project staff tirne to establish and maintain linkage with dissemination 
system personne\^ prepare materials for submission^ and so forth. (Costs 
of evaj^iiation consultants to assist projects in prescreening evaluation 
data of products and practices to bd submitted to the ODRP are subsumed 
under the outreach system component for validation^ pages 65 to 67 , above.) 
In the more optimal outreach system configurations^ Teacher Corps projects 
would receive assistance in utilizing disseminatfon agencies from regional 
network staff personnel* 

Table 6 provides the afnounts reconimended for differential funding of 
projects according to their levels of educational RSD productivity .and/6r 
commitment to educational D&U. The medium level annual cost estimate^ 
$120,250, is equal to five percent of $2,405,000, the total amount to be 
shifted aniong all Teacher Corps projects in Fiscal 1982. The $657,000. 
five-year projection at the middle level of outreach support is equal to 
five percent of the total shift in Teacher Corps funds of $13,140,000 
over the years 1982-1986. 



last Operation 4)f demonstration programs (classrooms, inservice ^ ^ 
centers,, etc.) to provide for exchange and to facilitate 
choice by potential adoptors. 

Mfnimum : All prodects tfonduct some demor^stration activt- 
. ties; most productive products get supplemental 
funding from Teacher Corps program* 

- Medium : Regional Networks coordinate coTl aboration among 
projects to maximize impact of demonstration 
activities by Teacher Corps projects in rfegion. 

Maximum : Regional Networks provide tra;iYiing and technical , 
assistance to projects in establishing demonstra- 
^ tion programs; coordinate with NDN. 

The estimates of cost for the next two outreach bystem^components, op- 
eration of demonstration programs and providing on-site technical assistance 
to adopters, have been calculated in terms of ranges of expenditures . Be- 
cause there is such a wide variation in costs involved in operating demonstra- 
tion sites and providing technical as-sistance td ado^Vs we have calculated 
cost estimates and prodections using a range of 30 to 60 percent of the total 
fourth and fifth year budgets of Teacher" Corps projects to accommodate the^ 
wide range of possibilities for each of the two outreach components. 



Operation of Demonstration Estimated Annual Costs {Fiscal 1983)' 

Centers ^ 

Minimum Medium Maximum 

Annual estimates based upon (Program funds realiocated among iSd projects) 
the allocation of 30 to 60 

percent of 132 program 78 and $7,745,000— (ranging up to)--$ll,490,000 
79 budgets in fiscal year 

1983; five-year projections Costs Projected Over Five Years 
based. upon^ same proportions (Project funds reallocated among all 4th and 
of' all projects in fourth 5th year projects) 
and fifth years of opera- 
tion in 1983-1986 $18,877,500— (ranging up to)^-$37,755,000 



the operation of demonstration sites is an important element of outreach 
for many if not most innovative educational programs. Providing potential 




adopters with personal observation, training, or other experience with the 
operation of demonstration classrooms, teacher inservice centers, and the 
like very often facilitates the choice among alternative programs. We rec- 
ommend that all Teacher Corps projects, unless their products and practices 
simply do not lend themselves to observation, operate some sort of demonstra- 
tion service even if limited fn availability only to educators in the imme^iiate 
region or state. , 

In order to maximize the impact of the innovative products and practices 
developed by productive Teacher Corps projects, we recommend that a substantial 
^ proportion of their differential funding be allocated if appropriate to the 
operation of large-scale demonstration facilities. Estimates of the annual 
five-year costs of Teacher Corps demonstration centers involve funds from 
the fourth and fifth year budgets of each project; the differential support 
of the more productive projects is already built into the system of separate 
funding for adopter and developer/demonstrator projects. The amounts indi- 
cated above. suggest the total that raightbe invested in demonstration site 
operations; the data in Table 9 (next page) give a more complete picture of 
variation among projects. ^The data for fiscal year 1983 are presented 

, primarily to give an exan^ple of what a given year might look like when there 
are projects in both the fourth and fifth years of operation. 

The range pf possibilities for agiven project to spend on operating a 
demonstration center thus ranges from $22,500 for a fifth year low- productivity 
Program 78 project spending 30 percent of its annual budget in the minimum 

- outreach support program Qonfiguration to $135,000 for a Program 79 project 
spending 60 percent of its fourth year budget in the minimum outreach program 
support situation. 
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TABLE 9. 



RAnge of Potential Expenditures from Teacher Corps Project Budgets for Operat1or> 
of DemoTiStratlOn Centers: Fiscal Vear ]9B3« Percents are of Amounts Reconnended 
for Differential Fundtn^ 1n T«b1e 6. 



APProxliWte NuHt>er 
of Projects at Each 
LMel of Producttvltv 


Differential Bud?et Levels (In Thousands of Dollars) Fiscal Year 19B3 


Hinlmupi 


Hedlum 


Haximum 


Program 
Cycle 

7B 


2t Low 
27 Hedlum 
2t Mi^ 


Amount 
fiecFx), 


Percent 


Amount 


Percent 


Amount 


Percent 


30 


60 


(lecfnd. 


30 


60 


Recmd. 


30 


60 


S * 75 
125 
175 


22*S 
37*5 
52.5 


75.0 
105.0 


s as 

125 
165 


25,5 
37.5 
49.5 


51,0 
75.0 
99,0 


S 100 
125 

^ ISO 


30.0 
37,5 
45X^ 


60,0 
75,0 
90,0 


79 


IB Low 
17 Medium 
l6 High 


125 
175 
225 


37, S 
52.5 
67.5 


75.0 
105.D 
M35.0 


135 
' 175 
215 


40. S 
S2.5 
$4,5 


Bl.O 
105.0 
129,0 


ISO 
175 

200 


45,0 
52,5 
60,0 


90,0 
105.0 
120.0 


TOTALS 


S 19. 150 


St745 


11.490 


S19.1S0/ 


5.745 


11.490 


S19.150 


5.745 ^ 


11.490 



The five-year projections are simply equal^o the ranges represented 
by calculating 30 and 60 percent of the total expenditures (from Table 5) 
for all fourth and fifth year projects during the period 1982-1996: 



Program Fiscal Year (In thousands of dollars) 

Cycle 1982 1983 1984 1985 1986 



78 13,825 9,875 

> 79 9,275 7,950 

81 8,000 6,000 

82 ' 8 ,000 

13,825 19,150 77^50 — 8,000 14 000 
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12. Providing on-site technicaf assistance to adopters In tne implemen- 
tation of project-developed products and practices. 

Mi nimum : Eligible projects get NDN funding; other productive 
projects with strong DSU capabilities get supplemen- 
tary program fundi ng, 

Me_ cj 1 ur>K Regional Networks facilitate collaboration among 
adopter and demonstrator projects to improve the 
capabilities of all to assist adopters/adapters. 

^ Maximum ; Regional Networks con(iMct training and technical 
assistance for regional projects^to establish im- 
plementation service capability. 

As with the previous component the cost estimates for this outreach 

system activity have been calculated in terrr.s of ranges of expenditures that 

coyld conceivably be involved in providing technical assistance to adopters. 



On-site technical assistance Estimated Annual Costs {Fiscal 1983) 

to adopters implenienting pro- " ■ 

ducts and practices Mi nimum Medium Maximum . 

(Program funds reallocated among 132 projects) 

An-nual estimates based upon 

the allocation of 3U to 6U $5,745, 000"(ranging up to)"$ll,490,000 
percent of 132 Program 78 

and 79 project budgets for Costs Projected Over Five Years 

1983i projections based upon (Project funds reallocated among all 4th and 

same proportions in fourth 5th year projects) ' 
and fifth year budgets of 

all projects in 1982-1986 ^ $18,877,500— {ranging up to)— $37,755,000 



The provisions of technical assistance in helping adopters^ adapt project- 
developed .innovations Is essentfal to ensure that products and practices will 
be disseminated Isuccessfully around the country. Because, however, we can ex- 
pect such a diverse range, of products and practices, each requiring varying 
amounts of personal intervention by "credible" developer personnel providing as- 
sistance to adopi^ers during the Implementation phase, we have found it necessary 
to recommend a riw^z of possible expenditures for this outreach system component 
The calculations have been made in the same way as were the figures for the pre- 
vious component, operating demonstration sites, and ^re, consequently equivalent 



i3, Commercti*! publication of effective project developed 
materials; s^pread, exchange, and choice done by 
publisher; Implementation contracted. 

Minimum : Any project with commercially attractive 

materials can get assistance from publishers; 
TCDP/provldes referrals as possible. 

Medium : Regional Networks facilitate Interaction with 
projects and publishers; coordinate technical 
assistance between projects and TCDP. 

Maximum: Regional W^tworks provide linkage between 

projects /and publicatidn specialists; maintain 
coordination with other Teacher Corps regions. 

Perhaps the most effective educational dissemination system operating 
in the United States Is the commerical publishing industry. Though Teacher 
Corps irinovations will likely be more in the realm of processes and practices, 
there will be some materials that may have commercial appeal and projects 
should be encouraged to seek such ^ubl ication. 

Beyond the few instances of personal linkage service suggested above 
the costs of commercial piA)lication are borne by the publishers and the 
Teacher Corps program will not need to allocate any funds for this effective 
means of outreach. 
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TWO COMPOUNDING PROBLEMS 

There are two addftional situations in Teacher Corps that Increase the 
difficulty of formulating national program policy with regard to outreach. 
Both are related to the recommended strategy of shifting program resources 
among projects to capitalize upon the strengths of projects with institutions 
of higher education (IHE) components that are strong in educational knowledge 
production and utiliiation (KPU). In this report we have referred to these 
projects as those with schools, colleges, or departments of education (SCDEs) 
that demonstrate high levels of educational research and development (R5D) 
and/or strong institutional commitment to service to local education agencies 
(LEAs) through various channels of educational* knowledge dissemination and 
utilization {D4U).' 

The problem of formulating general outreach policy for the Teacher Corps 
program is compounded by these two situations: 

^ Almost one out of every six projects is directed by an 
official of the LEA component; we do not consider the use 
of any index of KPU strength for the SCDEs associated with 
these projects as a valid predictor of potential for con- 
tributing to the overall outreach effort of Teacher Corps. 

The geographic distribution of Teacher Cops projects with 
SCDEs that are strong in KPU is badly skewed; the projects 
that have IHE com^nents with high levels of educational 
RaDA)iU capability are concentrated in the northeast and 
are virtually absent in the southeast. 

LEA-Based Projects 

Table 10 indicates the number and regional distribution of Teacher 
Corps projects that have directors located in the LEA. We identified a 
project aa LEA-based if the address of the project director listed in the 
Teacher Corps Directory for 1979-80 gave a LEA location. Whether or not 
these data are completely accurate with respect to the LEA or IHE affiliation 
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of the project director (we did telephone projects in instances where the 
directory address did not give a clear indication of either LEA or SCDE 
location) the fact remains that approximately one director out of every six 
has no professional stake in the capabilities of the IHE component to provide 
educational DSU services to adopters beyond the local area. In addition, 

TABLE 10. 

Teacher Corps Projects with Directors Located in Local 
Education Agency (LEA) by Productivity of Institution of 
Higher Education (IHE) in Each Department of Education Region 
(See Appendix A for Complete List) 



Department 
of Education 
Regions and 
Number of 
Teacher Corps 
Projects 


Number of LEA-Based 
Projects in Each Level and 
Index of IHE Productivity 


Total 


Percent - 

of 
Total 


High . 


Medium 


Low 


1 10 


1 












1 


2 


20.0 


11 14 










1 


1 




2 


14.3 


111 15 






1 


1 


2 


1 


2 


7 


46.7 


IV 20 












1 




1 


5.0 


V 22 


1 




1 










2 


9.1 


VI 17 










1 




1 


2 


11.8 


Vll 6 
















0 


0 


Vlll 7 






1 










1 


14.3 


' IX 16 










1 


2 


2 


5 


31.3 


X 5 




1 






5 






1 


20.0 


Totals 132 


2 


1 


3 


1 


5 


6 


23 


17.4 


Total Number and 
Percent in Level 


6 26.1 


6 26.1 


11 47.8 


100.0 
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of the 23 LEA-based projects in the country, 11, nearly half, have IHE 
components that are rated at the low end of the scale of educational R4D 
productivity* In our judgment (1) the lack of professional incentive for 
LEA-based project directors to engage in school improvement service activi- 
ties beyond the local LEA and (2) the fact that only one-quarter of the 
LEA-based projects have SCDE components with sufficiently high Rao products 
vity to be likely to be classified as developer/demonstrator projects makes 
the entire category of projects marginal as potential prospects for contri- 
buting to the national Teacher Corps outreach effort* 

But conversely, as one of our reviewers pointed out, several of the 
LEA-b^ised projects are directed by persons in the central offices of large 
city school districts (Boston, Baltimore, Dallas, New York, Philadelphia, 
Pittsburgh, St* Paul) and in state education department agencies (Alaska, 
Puerto Rico, and Guam) where the capabilities to perform educational D5U 
services in similar contexts might be just as good as or better than many 
iHEs* 

We recommend then that Teacher Corps give careful scrutiny to the 
proposals for funding as developer/demonstrator projects that may come from 
LEA-based projects during the first three or four years of a program cycle* 
Though we have perceived that some LEA-based directors have little Interest 
in engaging in outreach once the objectives for local school improvement 
have been accomplished, on balance we would suggest careful review of 
proposals on a case-by-case basis to assess the evidence of commitment to 
effective outreach* 

Geographic Distribution of Projects 

The second situation that we believe makes the formulation of a 
national outreach policy more difficult for Teacher Corps is the geographic 



-82- 

maldistribution of projects with IHEs with strong educational RiD and DiU 
capabilities. Figure 4 Indicates the locations of the Teacher Corps projects 
with SCDEs classified as high R«D producers In the 1977 Clark and Guba study 
{see also Table 4 on page 23). The concentration of the projects most likely* 
to become developer/demonstrator projects In Department of Education Regions 
II, III* and particularly V, and the paucity of such projects in Region IV are 
particularly apparent* This situation makes the kind of collabortive interaction 
of developer/ demonstrator projects with adopter projects that we recommend dif- 
ficult indeed, even with differential project grant funding and linkage support 
that would be provided by the Teacher Corps Diffusion Project (TCDP). 

One of our reviewers (who questioned whether or not the "market** for 
Teacher Corps project- produced teacher education materials was large enough to 
begin with to justify support of even our minimal outreach program recommenda- 
tions) suggested that at the very least Teacher Corps should concentrate its 
resources to assist iHEs in the areas where they were most needed. This suggests 
that in a low level program of support for outreach the TCDP might best be 
located in the southeastern part of the nation, particularly in light of the 
distance between the current concentrations of potential developer/ demonstrator 
projects and likely adopter projects. A longer term means for "shortening** the 
lines for project collaboration would be to fund projects with high RiD/DSU 
productivity SCDE components in the ED Region IV although, as presently projected, 
this would not occur before fiscal year 1982. The same reviewer, however, had 
reservations about the effectiveness of single-focus-support projects, such as 
the TCDP» because of the lack of ""ownership** in the activity that the reviewer 
judged to be characteristic of the relations among colleagues providing collabor- 
ative assistance within the regional networks. 



Teacher 



Projects 



Levels of Educational 



Productivity. 




Boston Ared 
Hew York City 
New Jersey 
Philadelphia Area 
Delaware 
Maryland 
Washington, DC^ 
Arlington, VA 



REGION II 

New Jersey 
New York 
Puerto Rico 
Virgin Islands 



REGION III 

Delaware 1 
District of Columbia ^ 

Maryland 3 

Pennsylvania ^ 

Virginia ^ 

West Virginia ^ 



REGION IX 

Arizona 
California 
Hawaii 
Nevada 

American Sonoa 
Trust Territory 
of the Pacific 
Guam 

Wake Islands 



REGION IV 

Alabama 
Florida 
Georgia 
Kentucky 
Mississippi 
North Carolina 
South Carolina 
Tennessee 



Texas 



Locations of 41 Projects with SCDEs Classified by R&D Productivity (Clark and Guba» 1977) 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 



The amounts of Teacher Corps program ^^unds that go toward the Fourth 
Outcome, dissemination for adoption or adaptation. In the next year or five 

/ years will, of course, never be known with any degree of precision. If one 
were to add up the figures in Table 11, the simmary of outreach cost estimates 
on page 87, the tot^Ts that apparently could be spent would indeed be stag- . 

, gering. The sun of the five-year projections in the maximum outreach config- 
uration for funds to be allocated (set aside) and required to operate support 
projects and networks Is approximately $140 million. However, the figures are 
not additive; It takes a bit more manipulation of the cost estimate data to 

In, 

arrive at a reasonable estimate of the total amounts of program funds that 

might be Invested in outreach in the next five years. 

We can begin with some broad ass'imptions about the allocation of project 

operating funds and Teacher Corps options for funding ^outreach support projects 

and networks and work toward some more realistic estimates. 

I f we assume that : Then the "cost" of outreach includes : 

The total amount of Teacher Corps The grant awards for fifth year 

project operating funds In the projects (see Tablets, page 27) will 

fifth year of a program cycle goes reach $9,875,000 In fiscal 1983, 
for outreach activities, demonstra- $7,95,0,000 In 1984, drop-off for 1985 
tlon, ar>d dissemination... because there will be no projects In 

the fifth year, and then stabilize at 
$6 minion annually in 19)36 when the 
Program 81 projects reacW year five. 

^he total amount of Teacher Corps The grant awards for fourth year 

project operating funds In the "projects will total $13,825,000 in 

fourth year of a program cycle goes fiscal 1982, $9,275,000 In 1983, and 
for outreach (from our point of view then stabilize at $8 million in 1985; 
the process of "institutionalization" total fourth and fifth year project 
Is. a form of d1ssem1nation--"sell1ng" grant totals reach: 
elements of the Teacher corps project 1982 • $13,825,000 

to oftier schools in the LEA and other 1983 - 19,150,000 

depart^ients of the IHE)... .1984 - 7*950,000 

1985 - . 8,000,000 

1986 - 14,000,000 



If we assume that : 
^ 

Amounts set-aside by projects In the 
first, second^ and third years to get 
ready for dissemination (evaluation, 
documentation, validation, etc*) and 
allocated for local Information out- 
reach (newsletters, medfa releases) 
are actually part of the overall 
dissemination effort... 

"a1i of the other outreach activities 
and mechanisms sunmarized In Table 11 
that are to be paid for through the 
allocation of program or project 
funds (preparation of dissemination 
materials, presentations at profes- 
sional organization meetings, etc.) 
are accomplished during the fourth 
and fifth years of a project... 



The Teacher Corps Communications 
Project and the Teacher Corps Dif- 
fij^sion Project are established (at 
a/ cost of $1,670,000 annually in 
t^he minimuTi outreach support pro- 
Iram) . . . 



system of Regional JOutreach Support 
[Networks is established at a middle 
level of outreach support (with 
annual costs ranging from $3^034,000 
to $4,124,000)... t 



The Regional Outreach Support Net- 
work system is operated at an optimal 
level of Teacher Corps Outreach pro- 
gran support averaging $4,390,000 
per year)... 



Only fifth year projects can "really" 
engage in dissemination and a mediun 
level of outreach-support is provided 
for the TCCP, TCDP, and regional net- 
work operations. . . 



Then the "cost" of outreach includes : 

The amounts that are ultimately set- 
aside (see Table 11, next page) for 
the preparation of local information 
materials (ranging from $528,D00 to 
$1,056,000 annually for 132 projects) , 
documentation and evalution ($3.3 to 
$6.6 million), and validation of the 
evidence of effectiveness (from six to 
fourteen thousand dollars annually). . 



The total fourth and fi 
operating budgets (disc 
previous Dage) and the 
in years One to three ( 
totals of: 



fth year project 
ussed on the 
amounts spent 
above) reaching 

to $21,495,000 
to 26,820,000 
to 15,620,000 
to 15,670,000 
to 21,670,000 

The total expenditures for Teacher Corps 
outreach activities rise to: 

1982 - $19,329,000 to $23,165,000 
24,654,000 to 28,490,000 
13,454,000 to 17,290,000 
13,504,000 to 17,340,000 
19,504,000 to 23,340,000 



1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 



1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 



$17,659,000 
22,984,000 
11,784,000 
11,834,000 
17,834,000 



The total outreach costs rise to (as- 
suring an average annua! network cost 
of $3,079,000): 

1982 - $22,408,000 to $26,244,000 

1983 - 27,733,000 to 31,569,000 

1984 - 16,533,000 to 20,369,000 

1985 - 16,583,000 to 20,419,000 

1986 - 22,583,000 to 26,419,000 

The total rises to: 

1982 - $26,798,000 to $30,834,000 

1983 - 32,123,000 to 35^959,000 

1984 * 20,923,000 to 24,759,000 

1985 - 20,973,000 to 24,809,000 

1986 - 27,973,000 to 30,809,000 

Fifth year project grants and support 
system projects and networks costs: ^ 

1982 - $ 3,034,000 to $ 3,124,000 

1983 - 12,909,000 to 12,999,000 

1984 - 10,984,000 to 11,074,000 

1985 - 3,034,000 to 3,124,000 

1986 - 9,034,000 to 9,124,000 



-87- 



TABIE IK 

SuMry of Annuil ia4 Flvt-Vwr ProJ*cM Cott EitlMUi for CoitH»Mnti pf UcmmnM TficNr Corpi OutrMCh Syttw* FliCfl l9S7'19e6. 



EitlMUi of innu«1 coiti frt $ivf* flrtt 
•rvd fonowtd by proJfCttQnt ov«r tho 


Amounti Allocitod HUhln Prognn ind/or Projoct 
Funding; Rtquira Plo Mdltloml Ap^ropHitloni 
or Support ffOM TOOChor Corpi Pro^rtM €ff1ci 


JMounti Mtqulrad for Oporition Thit Must 
0« Provldtd by tik* Tiichor Corpi ProgrtM 
•nd/or AddltlOAtt Approprlotloni 


flv« ywr PtncMJ of 1962 to 


Uvoli of Outrooch Progrw Support 


Lovtli of Outroich Progrta Support 




MiniM 


Hodli* 


HlvliMR 


Kinim 


Hodltfi HiviMi 


Eitobllihfflint of progrtn outrtoch porfom- 
•oci itindfr4i« Toochor CorPi OntftAcli Uott 
itofflof In Porion Voiri 


1 F.rE. 

sE.rE. 


2 F.T.E. 
10 F.T.E. 


1 F.rE. 
IS F.T.E. 




Suporvliion of projoct €utroich RfrfOfwncf; 
subiuM withto dutlfi of Profral SPOclilUu 
and functiofu af AaoIoaaI flutnach HotMirkt- 






1 

Troloffkg of projtct ptnoonol for ftutr«ch; 

Opirttloni of iMChor Corpi 
CoMokftlont ProJoct (TCCP) 




$ 210,000 
1*090,000 


300,000 190*000 
1*S00»000 1*150,000 


Optrotlofti of Toichor Corpt 
Olffuiloo ProJoct {TCOP) i 




1*460*000 
7,300,000 


1 *7S0»000 860*000 
8*790,000 4,100,000 


* ] 
lotorictloo bftwtto grouPi of proJ«<ti; 
oporitVonfi of Aoglonol €utrifCti Support 
Httworkii rioffi vtrlfi dfptndlff^ upoo ratio 
of notMork itoff to projocti ifrvtd 




$ 1*034,000 to 4»12g*S00 
1»124,000 4»4S2»000 

21.398,000 30,719*000 


Pra^ratlon of 1oci1 fofonMtloo MtorUli; 
p^Jocti ift-iildt fundi to pro^AuCf liKil 
cormuoicitlorki mitorloli 


% s2e*ooo 

1*634*000 


792*000 
2*7S1*0OO . 


1*0»*000 
1*668,000 




Prfpintloo of dUi«AlMtlofl uttrlili; 
loniT, loitnitciooil lod lupport Mtorloli ^ 


792,000 
2,304.000 


1*168,000 
3*4S6»000 


1*584.000 
4*60e»000 




Projoct docMcototlon lod fvoluition of 
oniQrflMi; oral*ct o^ariB d#vfl1aan#At fuAdc 
ttiit cootrlbutf to ovorill Outrooch POtootUI 


1*300*000 
8,32S,000 


4*950,000 
12,487,S0O 


6*600*000 
16,6S0*0OO 




Villditloo of fvldtncf of fffoctlvofttii of 
o^ductt and Dri£tl£aft mm Dr#i£raaAlAo for 
ravlCM by Joint €Ui«ilnitl0ft Kovjotf PintK 


6,000 
12*000 


8*000 
18*000 


14*^ 

12*000 




ffMcnttttoiA ft locol, ftftU* rtgimi* Oftd 
notlonol Mtotlngi of oducotlonil orftolio'* 
tloni* projfcts fut\4% ollocftod for outrooch 


7*J*7S0 
4*O17,S0O 


60t*2S0 
1*285*000 


387*500 
2*1S«*2S0 




^ii«iinitioft of ifMtovftlvt Mtorlfli thmgb 
itoto or ftdorilly fuodod d1ii«i1nit1on 
lystM; projoct* ollocoto coiti 


148 J» 

aoe*2$o 


120*250 
iS7,000 


77»S0O 
411, 2S0 




Optratlon of 4ffl0oitrat1oo progrw to pfo- 
vldf for 0KCh«09« ond to ficillto choico by 
potootm idootor*; proJoct ollocito^ funtfi 


7*74S*000 
ia,877»SQ0 


"(ringing up to)— 
"(ranging up to)-- 


11*490*000 
17,76S,000 




Provfdlfkg oo-ilti tocholcol iiilitoftco to 
•doptort of projocc-dtviiopod litnovotloni; 
projocu illocito funds oi nf«dod 


5;74S,000 
l8,a77*S0O 


"(rarkglfkg Mp to)— 
— (rarkglfkg up to)-- 


tK490»000 
17,75S*0OO 




Comrclol PublUitlon of offoctivt pviojoct 
d«vil0P«4 fltttoHili; coiti bomt by pub11|h«r 




■ 
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Given the large number of variables and threeflevels of outreach 
support It Is easy to see how one can J'ma^age^tha^at^-^^ and 
come up with Estimates for Teacher Corps outreach that range from the as- 
tronomic to siW that are virtually nothing above the fifth year project 
grant award totals intended to support the demonstration and dissemination 
year. We have deliberately expanded the scope of dissemination activity to 
include various project functions, such as documentation and evalution, that 
are not ordinarily considered as part of an outreach effort. We have done 
this primarily to ensure that the program officials irill have some Idea of 
the scope of "costs" involved in preparing for and corwluctlng effective out- 
reach programs when they establish the outreach performance standjards for 
Teacher Corps projects. A review of all of the recommendations made In this 
report arrayed against a summary of the costs, both "set-aside" and "extra," 
may help define the policy options more precisely. 



Recommendations 

Differential funding of projects to 
establish developer/ demonstrator 
projects, regular/service projects, 
and adopter projects to compensate 
for variability In the capabilities 
of projects to engage In effective 
educational knov^ledge production 
.and utilization (KPU). 



Promulgation of dissemination per- 
formance standards for Teacher Corps 
projects to establish criteria for 
grant renewal applications at one of 
the three levels specified above; 
adopter, regular/service; or devel- 
oper/demonstrator projects. 



Resource Requirements 

Beginning in 19?2, differential 
awards Would be made to projects 
(see Table 6, page 29,) that would^ 
shift from as little as $1,550,000 
to as much as $3,500,000 among the 
developer/ demonstrator and adopter 
projects annually; In however, 
project operating costs would exceed 
$37.5 million and additional funds 
would be needed to support project 
operations and outreach support 
c mechanisms. 

Beginning with the/grant renewal ap- 
plications for fiscal 1982, projects 
would be required to provide solid evi- 
dence of capabilities for educational 
KPU in order to qualify for funding as 
as a developer/demonstrator project 
(see pages 36^7). 
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Recocmendations 

Establishment of. a Teacher Corps 
Washington Outreach Unit to monitor 
outreach support projects and pro-, 
vide liaison with Federal dissemi- 
nation systems* 

Teacher Corps Program Spep^^allsts 
assist projects in making objective 
assessments of their potential for 
engaging In effective outreefth and 
closely monitor the program office 
decisions about differential grant 
awards to be made to projects* 

Establishment of a Teacher Corps 
Communications Project through a 
competitive response to a RFP to 
provide program-wide information 
services (directory, archives, list 
of project-developed products and 
practices, newsletter, etc.) and 
limited communication services to 
projects. 

Establishment of a Teacher Carps 
Diffusion Project, also through 
competitive responses to a RFP, 
to provide training and technical 
assistance to projects In all phases 
of school improvement program 
planning, development, evaluation, 
adaptation, and dissemination. 



Establishment of Regional Outreach 
Support Networks through competitive 
responses to an RFP to provide train- 
ing and technical assistance to the 
Teacher Corps projects in regions 
corresponding generally to the De- 
partment of Education regions. 



Allocation of project funds to pre- 
pare local information materials, 
newsletters, articles, media re- 
leases, etc. 



Resource Requirements 

There would be no additional program 
office operating funds recjuired if 
qualified personnel were to be shifted 
between existing units or replaced 
with Department of Education staffing 
limitations (see pages 37-41). 

This activity falls within the scope 
of the project monitoring responsi- 
bility of the Program Specialists and 
would not require any additional pro- 
gram support (see pages 42-43). 



The estimates for operating the TCCP, 
with funds available in the balance 
between project operating costs and 
the anticipated appropriations for 
the program from Congress (at least 
until 1986), range from $210,000 to 
$390,000 annually (see pages 44-45). 



The estimates for operating the TCDP, 
also within anticipated funding levels 
for Teacher Corps through 1985, range 
from $1 ,460,000 in the minimun level 
of outreach support downward to 
$860,000 in the maximum conflguratipn 
when many of the TCDP functions would 
be performed by the regional networks 
(see pages 46-47). 

Funding estimates were calculated only 
at the mediuTi and maximum levels of 
outreach support; when the cost of net- 
works is added to the cost of the TCCP 
and TCDP the total exceeds the amount 
available within anticipated program 
funding levels (see Table 12 below); 
costs range from $3,034,000 per year to 
$4,452,000 (see pages 48-56). 

Performance standards coulcl establish 
guidelines for project performance in 
local communications and set-aside 
amounts would range from $528,000 to 
$1,056,000 each year (see pages 57-58). 
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Recommendations 

Allocation of project funds to 
prepare promotional, i nstructiq^nal , 
and support materials* 



Allocation of project funds for 
documentation and evaluation of 
product/practice effectiveness 
to provide data on program outcomes 
for review and endorsement processes; 
provides data on evidence of effec- 
tiveness to establish credibility 
with potential adopters* 



Allocation of project funds to 
conduct validation of evidence 
of effectiveness of products and 
practices as prescreening for 
review by Joint Dissemination 
Review Panel (JDRP). 



Allocation of project funds to make 
presentations at local, state, and 
national meetings of educational 
organizations and publication in 
professional journals, etc.; 
channels for sharing information 
about project-developed innovations 
with national audiences* 



Allocation of project funds for 
the dissemination of innovative 
materials through state or federally 
funded dissemination systems. 



Resource Requirements 

"While there would be considerable 
variation in the requirements for 
these sorts of dissemination mate- 
rials. Teacher Corps outreach per- 
formance standards could prescribe 
minimum requirements; set-asides 
(from fourth and fifth year budgets 
of projects) would range from $792,000 
to $1,188,000 annually (see pages 59- 
61). 

Although documentation and evaluation 
are normally considered part of the 
program development function, their 
importance to outreach makes them, 
in our estimate, a part of the per- 
formance standards requirements; cost 
estimates (from second and third year 
budgets of projects) for staff salaries 
and technical assistance range from 
$3,300,000 to $6,600,000 per year 
(see pages 62-64). * 

Because there have been so few Teacher 
Corps jfroducts submitted to the JDRP 
we have estimated a low level of need 
toutiTize fifth year project funds 
for validation; the aniiual cost esti- 
mates range from $6,000 to $14,000 
(see pages 65-67). 

Outreach performance standards could 
provide projects with guidelines on 
the importance of sharing information 
and setting aside part of the funds 
shifted among projects; estimates\ 
range from $743,750 down to $387,500 
(decline is due to reduction in level 
of differential funding shifts at 
higher levels of outreach program 
support) each year (see pages 68-70). 

As with the component above projects 
would be expected to set aside funds 
to make use of available outreach 
agencies ranging from $148,750 and 
declining (as above) to $77,500 (see 
pages 71-72). 



Recommendations Resource Requirements 



Allocation of project funds to 
operate demonstration programs 
(classrooms, inservice centers, 
etc.) to. provide for exchange of 
information and to facilitate 
choice by potential adopters* 



Allocation of project resources 
to provide on-site technical as- 
sistance to adopters in the imple- 
mentation of project-developed 
products and practices* 

Project utilization of commercial 
publishing firms for project- 
developed materials that have the 
necessary market appeal qualities* 

Careful case-by-case scrutiny of 
the applications for developer/ 
demonstrator grant funding by 
LEA-based Teacher Corps projects* 



Consideration of limiting eligibility 
for proposals for establishing and 
operating the Teacher Corps Diffusion 
Project to educational agencies that 
were located in the southeastern part 
of the U*S* where there is at present 
only one Teacher Corp project that 
would likely be eligible for sfjpport 
as a developer/demonstrator project* 



While there will be great variation 
among projects in their needs to set 
up demonstration facilitates the 
annual cost estimates were calculated 
on the basis of 30 to 60 percent of 
tlie total amounts of fourth and fifth 
ear operating budgets and range from 
7,745,000 to $11,490,000 each year 
(see pages 73-75)* 

The cost estimates for this component 
were determined in the same v«ay as 
the one above and are equivalent, 
$7,745,000 to $11,490,000 annually 
(see pages 76-77)* 

There would be no Teacher Corps funds 
required for distribution of project- ^ 
developed materials through commercial 
publishing houses (see page 70)* 

This activity represents a normal pro- 
gram staff function in making determi- 
nations for, differential grant awards 
and involves no special cost require- 
ments (see pages 79-81)* 

Again, this activity is a normal 
Teacher Corps program staff function 
and would involve no additional costs 
(see pages 81-83)* 



In the final analysis--to be made by the Teacher Corps Washington program 

office — the options we have discussed come down to three basic policy decisions 

* Whether or not to establish a system of differential 
funding among projects to put additional resources at 
the disposal of projects most likely to develop effective 
programs and seek to disseminate them to national 
audiences; 

Whether or not to establish outreach performance standards 
for Teacher Corps projects that prescribe the allocation of 
project operating funds for specified outreach activities 
throughout the life of the project; and 
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^ Whether or not to utilize available program funds 
(or seek additional appropriations) to establish 
outreach support projects, the TCCP, the TCDP, and 
regional networks. 

Table 12, next page, provides a comparison of the estimated costs of oper- 
ating the outreach support system mechanisms with estimates of available 
progran funds for fiscal years 1982-1985: 

The estimated costs for establishing and operating 
^ the two support projects, the TCCP and the TCDP, 
are from Table 11- 

^ The costs of operating the regional networks are from 
the summary of calculations for each year from page 55- 

^ The estimates of funds available for program support 
. services are from Table 5 (page 2?)- 

Project operating requirements in 1986 exceed the 
$37-5 million level of funding assumed in all previous 
cal culations. 

Though there are obviously shortfalls between the amounts suggested for opera- 
ting the outreach mechanisms (for example, $639,000 in the medium level of 
outreach support in fiscal year 1982) and the amounts anticipated as being 
available In each year, we do not think that the amounts are really unmanage- 
able. It can also be seen that, in each year, the minimum outreach system 
configuration would leave some money available for support of some form of 
information sharing or networking activities. If the Teacher Corps program 
office should decide to invest program resources in outreach support projects 

and some system of regional networks then it becomes a problem of finding 

I- 

sufficient funds from within the amounts appropriated or of obtaining addi- 
tional funding. The policy question to be answered is whether or not the 
effects on project outreach capabilities that can be anticipated from such 
support mechanisms justify the amount of program resources invested in them. 
We think that in this report we have established that (1) many Teacher Corps 
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projects have a realneed for training and technical assistance in ^ven some 
of the most basic aspects of educational outreach, (2) there are projects 
with the capabilities and commitment to educational D2U that could provide 

such assistance to the projects with less capability, and (3) It will take 

I 

TABLE 12. 

Comparison of Costs of Operating Teacher Corps Outreach 
Support Projects and Networks with Estimates of 
Available Program Funding Levels, ige2-19eS. 





Levels of Outreach Program Support 


Minimum Hedium Haximum 


FISCAL YEAR 1982 


t 1,670.000 Z,OSO,000 IpZSO.DOO 
4,014,000 S, 762, 000 
S,4ZS,000 S,4ZS,000 S,4Z4,000 


Cost of-operating TCCP and TCDP 
Cost of operating regional networks 
Amount of program funds available 


Difference between costs/available funds 


3.7SS,O00 (639^000) (l,S88pOO0) 


FISCAL YEAR 1983 


f * 

1 p670 .000 2 pOSO ,000 1 ,2S0 ,000 
4,946.000 7,102,000 
3 ,3S0 ,000 3 ,3SO,000 3 ,3S0 ,000 


Cost of operating TCCP and TCOP 
Cost of operating regional networks 
Amount of program funds available 


Oifference between costs/available funds 


1,680,000 (3,649,000) (3,877,000) 


FISCAL YEAR 1984 


1 ,670,000 2,OSO,000 1,2SO,000 
4,036,000 S,79S,O0O 
4,SS0,00b 4,SSO,000 4,SS0,O00 


Cost of operating TCCP and TCOP 
Cost of operating regional networks 
Amount of program funds available 


Difference between costs/available funds 


2,880,000 (1 ,S36,000} (2,49S,000} 






FISCAL YEAR 198S 


1,670,000 2,OS0,O0O 1,2S0,000 
3,734,000 S, 360,000 
4,SOO,000 4,500,000' 4,S0O,OO0 


Costs of operating TCCP and TCOP 
Cost of operating regional networks 
Amount of program funds available 


Oifference between costs/available funds 


2,830,000 (1.284.000) (2,110,000 

1 
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some system of management to coordinate such interaction among projects. 
We recommend that the Teacher Corps program officials give careful attention 
to the cost^benefit potential of a comprehensive outreach system such as 
that envisioned in our maximum outreach support configuration in comparison 
to the bare^bones model that is represented in the minimum level program. 
The attainment of the goals specified in the underlying premises (pages 30 
and 31) of our analyses will require the allocation of Teacher Corps resources 
somewhere within the scope of the alternatives we have developed in this 
report. 

Final Comments 

Earlier in this report we raised a spector in the form of some "dire 
predictions" of what might be expected in the way of Teacher Corps outreach 
achievement If projects were to be left without any form of stimulation or 
external support for demonstration and dissemination. We hypothesized an 
approximately even three-way split among projects in terms of potential 
capability for developing and implementing effective programs of school 
improvement and educational personnel development* We foresaw about a third 
of all projects able to develop and disseminate effective programs, about a 
third capable of serving their local communities adequately, anci another 
third lacking in the capabilities for both effective program development and 
outreach; ^ We were not optimistic; however, that many of even the most highly 
capable projects would rise to the challenge of dissemination without some 
form of external stimulation and additional resources. 

We did not follow the advice of a few of our advisors/reviewers that we 
should recommend some really severe means for improving the overall capability 
of the Teacher Corps to achieve its demonstration/dissemination mandate. One 
person suggested that we devise some form of administrative sorting of projects 
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into categories of potential for effective outreach based upon the battle- 
field medical practice of triage in which priorities are established to 
determine who is to survive and who is to go untreated. That seemed un- 
reasonable to us but we did build upon the notion of differential treatment - 
in constructing the system of variable grant awards for developer/ demonstrator 
projects, regular/service projects, and adopter projects. Our assumptions 
that about one-third of all Teacher Corps projects fall into each of these 
categories, given the evidence we have examined, seem reasonable, but they may 
al so be wrong. 

It may just turn out that only ten or twenty percent of the Teacher * 
Corps projects would be willing to undertake the kind of comprehensive edu- 
cational R&D and 0^ efforts that we defined as sufficient for funding as a 
developer/demonstratoV* project. On the other hand, half or more of the 
projects might present substantial evidence of commitment to wide-ranging 
dissemination efforts. In either case the formulas we have devised for dif* 
ferential funding would have to be altered to accomplish equitable funding 
of projects within the guidelines for variable grant awards. 

Whichever way the system of differential grant awards /or Teacher Corps 
projects develops (or does not develop) one problem remains that we have not 
addressed in any detail in this paper; what means are there to support continued 
outreach by the really exceptional projects that cannot afford to operate demon- 
stration centers or provide technical assistance to adopters after their grants 
have run out? We suggest that the Teacher Corps Outre^etTuni t devote attention 
early-on to a couple of possibilities (in additionyw funding through the 
National Diffusion Network. These are: / 
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Working within the OERI dissemination structure to seek 
means to establish a program, similar to the Technical 
Assistance Base project that provided training for NDN 
developer/demonstrator projects, that would provide as* 
sistance to IHEs and LEAs engaged in collaborative efforts 
to implement school improvement and/or educational per- 
sonnel development programs; 

Establish a cadre of technical assistance speciali!:ts who 
could work through the TCDP to help Teacher Corps projects 
and other educational agencies on an at*-cost basis* 

However the problan is solved, it is important that it be addressed so that 

the truly exceptional products and practices are not lost to the educational 

community. Outreach support services for Teacher Corps projects, it seems 

clear to us, are. the right program support service at the right time . 



I 
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INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY 


OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


Lovj 


DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 




* 




t/i 
c_ 








AND STATES 

{Asterisk"*--1ndicates projects 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 






) Centers 


ler Outstandii 


J Actives 


jsual Prdducei 


Idle Range 


i Range 


) Producers 


REGION IV« Atlanta, Georgia 


I HE 


LEA 




: o 


* D- 

: ^ 


c 




S 
_i 


■ o 

: z 


Alabama (4) 




















Auburn University at Montgomery* 
Montgomery Public Schools 


X 














X 




Miles College 
Jefferson County Board of 
Education 


X 
















: X 


uni vers 1 xy or nonx^eva 1 1 o 
Talladega County Board of 
Education 


X 
















: X 


University of South Alabama* 
Mobile County Public School 
System 


X 














X 




Florida (3) 




















Florida International Universiti^ 
Dade County Public Schools 


y 

A 














X 




University of North .Florida* 
Saint Johns County School 
District 




X 












X 




University of West Florida* 
Okaloosa County Schools 


X 














X 




Georgia (2) 




















Atlanta university* 
Atlanta Public Schools 


X 






X : 












VJest Georgia College 
Carroll County School System 


X 














X ; 




Kentucky {2) 




















Murray State^University* 
Henry County Public Schools 


X 














X : 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 


LOCATION 


INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY 


OF 
■PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


LOW 


DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 




* c 




U . 








AND STATES 








* c 




OJ 

U . 








{Astensk--*"indicates projects 
that contributed \isab1e data to 
Tparhpr Cnros Proiprts At Unrk) 






Centers 


T Outsta 


Actives 


;ual Prd<i 


lie Rang€ 


Range 


Producer 


REGION IV (continued) 


TUC 

iriL 


1 


D. 


4-> 

o 


D. 

: 


3 : 

c « 
^ ; 


x: 


-J 


: c 

! O 


Western Kentucky University 
Jefferson County Schools 


X 












X 






Mississippi (3) 










[ 


: 








Jackson State University 
Jackson Municipal School System 


X 










* • 




X 

rl 




1 M 1 1 yy 1 Vail cjr ^^a^e 

University* 
Humphreys County School District 


X 
















• X 


University of Southern 

Mississippi 
South Pike County School District 


X 












X 






North Carolina (2) 








: 












University of North Carolina 
at Greensboro 


X 














X 




University of North Carolina 

at Wilmington 
Pender County School System 


X 














X 




South Carolina (2) 




















Francis Marion College 
Lee County Schools 


X 
















: X 


University of South Carolina 
Richland County School 


X 












X 






Tpnnps^pp (9\ 




















Austin Peay State University 
Clarksvllle-Montgoinery School 

V lie ^ Am 

jybiein 


X 












. X 






Memphis State University* 
Memphis City Schools 


X 












i X 






REGIONAL TOTALS (20) 


19 


1 




1 






: 5 


10 : 


4 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 


LOCATION 


INOEX OF IHE PROOUCTIVITY 


OF 
PROJECT 
01 RECTOR 


HIGH 


MIOOLE 


LOW 


OEPARTMENT OF EOU.CATION REGIONS 




- CT 




t/i 
U 








ANO STATES 








: c 
: c 




s. 








{Asterisk"*--indicates projects 
that contributed usable data to 
leatcner corps Projects At work J 






1 Centers 


ler Outst£ 


> 

: +J 
u 

: ^ 


-o ' 
a. : 
* 

tA < 
3 ' 


jdle Rang( 


« Range 


) Producer 


KLbiun V, Chicago, Illinois 


I HE 


LEA 




o 


; & 


c ! 

^ : 


s: 


S 
_) 


* O 

: z: 


Illinois (6) 




















Chicago State University 
Posen-Robbins School Olstrict 


X 








i X 










Governors- State University 
West Harvey School Oistfict 47 


X 










X : 








Illinois State University 
Joliet Township High School 
- District 204 




X 


- : 




: X 










Northeastern Illinois University 
' Chicago Board of Education 
District 9 


X 














X 




'Roosevelt University* 
uni Cdgu ruu 1 1 ^ ^cnuu i b 


X ■ 














X 




Southern Illinois University* 
LanoKi d uni t ^cnoo i ui sx^ri ct 
#187 


X 






/ : 


• 

X 










Indiana (2) 




















inoi ana un i versi ty 
Indiana GirVs School 


X 




X : 














Indiana Uni vprsi tv 
Indianapolis Public Schools 


X 




X : 














riicnigan I3j 




















Michigan State University* 
Lansing School District 


X 




X ; 














Dakland University* 
Fanmngton Public Schools 


X 












! X 






Western Michigan University 
Battle Creek Public School 


X 








i X 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 


LOCATION 


INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY 


OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


LOW 


DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 




: o> 




L : 








AND STATES 
(Asterisk— *— indicates projects 

^nd^ COn^riDU^cQ USqDIc UaLa ^0 

Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 






Centers 


?r Outstandii 


Actives 


iual Produce! 


lie Range 


Range 


Producers 














3 ' 






. c 


REGION V (continued) 


IHE 


LEA 




o 




C . 
:d ; 






■ o 

: z: 


Minnesota (1 ) 














- 






University of Minnesota- 
Saint Paul Public Schools 




X 


X . 














Ohio (7) 










■ ^ 










Ashland Col lege 
Lorain City Schools 


X 














X 




Baldwin-Wallace College 
Cleveland Public School District 


X 














X 




Kent State University 
Akron Public Schools 


X 








X 










Ohio State University* 
South-Western City School 
Distri ct 


X 




X ; 














University of Toledo 
Springfield Local Schools 


X 








X 










Wright State University 
1 rowooG'naoi son li zy ^cnoo i 
District 


X 














X 




Youngstown State University 
Toungstown ruD i i c bcnoo i s 


X 












X 






Wisconsin (3) 




















University or wi scons i n at 
Madison 

Menominee Indian School District 


X, 




X ; 














Oshkosh* 

Rp^l 1 n Arpa Puhl i r ^rhnnl ^ 

L'CI 1 III nv CQ ruUi ^wriwij 


X 












: X 






University of Wisconsin at 

Superior 
Hayward Comnunity Schools 


X 








'■ 






X : 




REGIONAL TOTALS (22) 


20 


2 


i ; 




: 6 


1 


: 3 


6i 





\ 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS' BY 


LOCATION 


INDEX Of IHE PRODUCTIVITY- 


OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


LOW ^ 


DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 
















AND STATES 








: c 
: c 




Of * 






' t 


(Asterisk— *--1ndicates projects 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 






Centers 


:her Outsti 


Actives 


tual Pro< 


lie Rang* 


Range 


Producei 












^ : 
c . 




S 


' c 


REGION VI, Dallas, Texas 


I HE 


LtA 


& i 


o 






IE 




: o 


ArJcansas (1 ) 




















University of Arkansas at Pine 
Bluff 

Pine Bluff Public ^hool District 


Y 

A 












X 






Louisiana (3) 




















Grambling State University* 
Natchitoches Parish School System 


X 
















: X 


Southern University 
Iberville Parish School Board 


X 














X 




Un 1 Vcr^ 1 U 1 McW vf 1 caNd 

New Orleans Public Schools 


X 












X 






New Mexico (1 ) 




















University of New Mexico 

Chama Valley School District 19 


X 








X 










Oklahoma (2) 




















Central State University 
Oklahoma City Public Schools 


X 
















V 

; A 


Oklahoma State University 
Shawnee Public Schools 


X 






X : 












Texas (10) 




















Laredo State University 
Laredo Independent School 
District 


X 
















: X 


Prairie View A&M University 
waller inaepenaent bcnooi 
District 


X 
















X 


North Texas State University 
Dallas Independent School 
District 




X 

















A- 12 



TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 


LOCATION 


INOEX OF IHE PROOUCTIVITY 


OF , 
PROJECT 
01 RECTOR 


HIGH 


MIOOLE 


LOW 


OEPARTMENT OF EOUCATION REGIONS 




: o> 




U 








ANO STATES 








* 

♦ -o 

♦ c 




Q} 
U 
D 

-o 


Idle Range 






(Asterisk--*--indicates projects 
that contributed disable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 






) Centers 


ler Outsti 


J Actives 


t 

D . 


* Range 


1 Produce! 


REGION VI (continued) 


I HE 


LEA 




o 


: a 


? ^ 
C 








Saint Edwards University, Inc. 
Ben Bolt/PftMto Blanco 
Independent School Oistrict 


X 
















: X 


Texas Christian University ^ 
Fort Worth Independent School 
District 


X 














X 




Texas Southern University 
North Forest Independent School 
Oistrict 


X 














X 




Te/as Tech university* 
Lubbock Independent School 
Oistrict 


X 












X 






Trinity University 
Edgewood Independent School 
Oistrict 




X 














: X 


IJni vpr<;i tv nf Houston* 

Houston Independent School 
Oistrict 


X 












X 






University of Texas at El Paso 
Canutillo Independent School 
Oistrict 


X 












X 






REGIONAL TOTALS (17) 


15 


2 




1 : 


1 




6 


3, 


: 6 












r 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 


LOCATION 


INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY 


OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


LOW 


DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 




• c 




u 








AND STATES 








• c 




u 


Middle Range 






(Asterisk— *"1nd1cates projects 
that contrlhutpd usahl p data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 

REGION VII, Kansas C1ty» Missouri 


I HE 


LEA 


KPU Centers 


other Outsta 


KPU Actives 


' Unusual Prod 


Low Range 


Non Producer 


Iowa (1) 




V 
















Dr^kp Univprsitv* 

Des Moines Independent Conmunlty 

^CflOO 1 Ul S CX^ 


X 












Y 






Kansas (1) 




















University of Kansas 
Unified School District #101 


X 

> 






X 












Missouri [Z) 




















Avila College 

Kansas City Public Schools 


X 
















i X 


Satnt Louis University* 
Saint Louis Public Schools 


V 
A 














X 




Nebraska^ (2) 




















University of Nebraska at Lincoln 

Li nrol n Puhl i r SrKcinl* 


X 


















University of Nebraska at Omaha 
Omaha Public Schools 


X 














X 




REGIONAL TOTALS (6) 


6 












1 


2 


i 1 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 

AND STATES 

(Aster1sk*'*'*1nd1cates projects 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 

REGION VI il. Denver. CO 


LOCATION 

OF 
PROJECT 
■ DIRECTOR 


INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


LOW 


KPU Centers 


Other Outstanding 


KPU Actives 


Unusual Producers 


Middle Range 


Low Range 


Non Producers 


I HE 


LEA 


Colorado (1) 

Colorado State University* 
Fort Lupton Public Schools 


X 












: X 






Montana (2) 

Eastern Montana College 
Lame Deer Public Schools 

University of Montana. 
Drown 1 ny rug 1 1 c ^cnoo i s 
District #9 


X 


X 






X 








\ X- 


North Dakota (1) 

University or North Dakota 
Turtle Mountain Comnunity Schools 


X 








X 










South Dakota (1) 

Black Hills State pollege* 

Li ttl p Uniinrl ^rhooT 


X 
















\ X 


Utah (1) 

Weber State College 
Utah State University @ 
Ogden School District 


X 








X 






(X) 




Wyoming (1) 

University of Wyoming 
Arapahoe School District #38 


X 












X 






REGIONAL TOTALS (7) 


6 


1 






3 




2 




2 























@Two universities sharing IHE function; project director is located . 
at Weber State College; Utah State is counted for productivity of SCDE. 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 


LOCATION 


INDEX OF IHE PRODUCTIVITY 


OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


LOW 


DEPARTMENT OF EOUCATION REGIONS 








to 








AND STATES 

(Aster.1sk"*"1nd1cates projects 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher' Corps Projects At Work) 






i Centers 


ler Outstandii 


i Actives 


jsual Producei 


Idle Range 


i Range 


1 Producers 


RlGIUN IX, San Francisco^ CA 


IHE 




& ; 


o 


: & 


5; 


*^ 


S 


: 0 


Arizona (2) 
















. 




Arizona State University 
Phoenix Union High School System 


X 






X 












Northern , An" zona Uni versi ty* 
Leupp Boarding School 
Kaibeto Boarding School 


X 










* \ 


X 






California (10) 




















California State College 

at Stanislaus 
Stockton Unified School District 




X 












X 




California State College 

at San Bernardino 
Redlands Unified School District 


X 














X 




California State College 

at Hayward 
New Haven Unified Schtjol District 


X 












X 






California State University 

at Sacramento 
San Juan Unified School District 




X 










X 






Dominican College* 
Vallejo Ci-ty Unified School 
District 


f) 


X 














: X 


Laverne University 

Rowland Unified School District 




X 












X 




San Diego State University 

San Diego Unified School District 


X 






X : 












San Francisco State University 
Berkeley Unified School District 


X 








i X 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 

DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 

AND STATES 

(Asterisk— *--indicates projects 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 

REGION IX (Continued) 


LOCATION 

OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


INDEX DF IHE PRODUCTIVITY 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


LOW 


t D> 
< C 

* *^ 
+ ^ 

* C 

oj : 4^ 
c : o 

: ^ 
7 . £ 

^ : o 


KPU Actives 


Unusual Producers 


Middle Range 


Low Range 


Non Producers 


I HE 


LEA 


Stanford University 

San Jose Unified School District 

University of California 
at Berkeley 


X 
X 




X 
X 














Hawaii (1) 

University of Hawaii* 

ndwo 1 1 ^ l/cfJ0 1 uiitfll l^ \J 1 

Education 


X 




X , 














Nevada (1) 

Un 1 Vcid 1 1gr t'T iicVd Ud d t Ld d vcvja a 

Nye County School District 


X 












X 






American Samoa (1) 

American Samoa Comnunity College 
Oepartment of Education 


X 
















i X 


Guam (1) 

University of Guam 

Guam Department of Education 




X 














: X 


REGIONAL TOTALS (16) 


11 


5 


3 


2 : 


1 




4 


3 


: 3 
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TEACHER CORPS PROJECTS BY 
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION REGIONS 
AND STATES 

/ 

(Asterisk--*--1ndicates projects 
that contributed usable data to 
Teacher Corps Projects At Work) 

REGION X, Seattle^ WA 


LOCATION 

OF 
PROJECT 
DIRECTOR 


INDEX OF IHE PRODVCTIVITY 


HIGH 


MIDDLE 


LOW 


KPU Centers 


Other Outstanding 


KPU Actives 


Unusual Producers 


Middle Range 


Low Range ' 


Non Producers 


f'HE 


LEA 


Alaska (1) 

University of Alaska* 

Alaska Department of Education 




X 
















Idaho (1) 

TH;4Vkn ^t;itP llnivpr^i t 

Pocatello School District #25 


f 

X ; 












X 






Oregon (1) 

University of Oregon' 
Eugene School District 4J 


X 




X : 














Washington [Z] 

Western Washington University* 
Arl ington School District 

Washington State University* 
Pasco School Oi strict 


f- 








X 










REGIONAL TOTALS (5) 




^ 


1 


1 \ 


l' 


1 : 


1 




JO 


i . 

1 


■ \ 
\ 


\ 

\ 

\ 
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